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ABSTRACT
AN ANALYSIS OF STAFF AND PARENT ATTITUDES AND
UNDERSTANDING RELATIVE TO MAINSTREAMING IN THE
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM
(August, 1981)
Howard J. Eberwein, Jr.
B.S., The Kings College
M.Ed., City College of New York
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Dr. Harvey B. Scribner, Ed.D.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to measure the attitudes
and understanding of staff and parents in the Pittsfield
School System relative to mainstreaming. Although man-
dated by state and federal courts, the mainstreaming
process is unique to the professionals responsible for
its implementation and there have been many questions con-
cerning its effectiveness. This investigator wished to
gain a greater knowledge of the state of the art in one
school system. Such information would then be used to
design appropriate system-wide implementation procedures
and in-service training programs.
The sample consisted of staff and parents in the
Pittsfield School System. The various staff members in-
cluded regular education teachers, special education
teachers, principals, and specialists. The specialists
were categorized according to the service they provided
and included speech pathologists, school adjustment
counselors, school psychologists and reading specialists.
The parents were those of children who received special
education services within the school system. Each of
these individual groups performed a particular role in
the mainstreaming procedure.
The instrument was a thirty item questionnaire de-
veloped by the investigator. Questions centered around
the participants' feelings toward mainstreaming, their
own involvement as a parent, teacher, specialist or ad-
ministrator, and how they felt about each other's role
in the process.
Procedure
The instrument, after design and approval, was sub-
jected to a field test. Suggested revisions were made
and the questionnaire was then sent to the study popula-
tion with an introductory cover letter. Staff partici-
pants were asked to return the questionnaire to their super-
visor within seven days of receiving it. Parents were ask-
ed to return the questionnaire in an enclosed self-address-
ed envelope. At the end of two weeks, a follow-up letter
was sent to those staff participants who failed to respond
to the initial request and to all the parents. The
n
completed questionnaires were coded and the SPSS computer
package was utilized to analyze the results.
Findings and Conclusions
1. The majority of participants in the study were
in favor of mainstreaming, believing that
children benefit socially and academically from
the process.
2. Participants felt that special needs children
did not have to fit into the standard curricu-
lum of regular education. However, they did
feel that there were problems in regular educa-
tion which had a negative impact on mainstreaming.
3. There was not enough time for consultation be-
tween the regular education teachers and the
special education teachers or specialists who
are expected to help in the mainstreaming process.
4. Proper training in mainstreaming techniques for
regular education teachers was found to be
significantly lacking.
Recommendations
1. Develop a comprehensive in-service training pro-
gram on mainstreaming for regular and special edu-
cation teachers as well as for specialists and
parents
.
Provide adequate consultation time for the
iii
2.
3.
regular education staff to discuss the problems
of mainstreaming with special education teachers
and specialists.
Classrooms in which mainstreaming is effective
should be identified and used as models for
the rest of the school system.
4. The parents' knowledge and interest relative
to their children should be used to develop
a better mainstreaming program.
5. The motivation toward mainstreaming and
talent which exists among teachers, principals,
and specialists should be used to develop an
effective mainstreaming program.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The field of special education came into national
prominence in the late 1960's and early 1970's when the
courts ruled that placement of handicapped children in
segregated special classes was not in their best interests
A major debate had developed centering around the effec-
tiveness of self-contained special classes as opposed to
placing the handicapped in regular classes, commonly
known as mainstreaming. Much of the controversy with the
prevailing practices in special education had resulted
from the disappointing findings of studies exploring the
effectiveness of special class placement for retarded
children, and from the placement of disproportionate
numbers of minority group children in special education
classes. (Dunn, 1968)
Lloyd Dunn served as a catalyst for much of the con-
troversy and introspection among special educators over
the issue of special class placement for retarded chil-
dren, particularly minority group children from low socio
economic status backgrounds. He made further indictments
of special educators for their failure to develop viable
administrative and curricular alternatives to special
classes for mildly handicapped children.
1
2During the same general period of time, 1960-70,
other studies concerning the effectiveness of special
class placement for educable mentally retarded children
(EMR) were completed. Cegalla and Tyler (1970), Goldstein
(1967), Johnson (1962), Kirk (1964), and Macmillan (1971)
used a variety of designs, instruments and samples to
measure the consequence of placing children in a special
class. The findings of these individuals are summarized
by Bruininks and Rynder (1971)
,
who state that inadequacies
in research designs and the problems of interpreting the
findings of such studies lead to the conclusion that the
available evidence is inconclusive. Much research has
measured the merits of educating retarded children with
their non-retarded peers. Academically it appears that
mainstreamed retarded children fare no better or worse
than children in special classes (Budoff & Gottleib, 1976)
.
A few investigators have found some gains in reading but
not in arithmetic (Walker, 1974) . Some studies have shown
improved self-image among the mainstreamed (Budoff &
Gottleib, 1976), while others have shown no differences
(Walker, 1974) . The failure of the research to clarify
the value or inadequacy of special class placement did
not deter the movement toward keeping children in the
mainstream.
Significant numbers of parents of the handicapped
3were also unhappy with the placement of their children in
substantially separate special education classes. Such
classes did not appear to be improving the academic per-
formance of their children and it was causing them to be
socially ostracized. Dissatisfaction with the results
of special class placement led the parents to the use of
the courts as a means of gaining greater access to the
mainstream of public education. The Federal Court in
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children v. Pennsyl -
vania ordered zero-reject education access to free public
schools for all retarded children whatever the degree of
retardation or associated handicaps. This meant that no
retarded child could be denied an education; hence, the
term zero-reject. The plaintiffs represented children
who had been excluded from school, excused from attendance
at public schools, had their admission to public school
postponed, or otherwise had been refused free access to
public education because they were retarded. The Federal
Court ordered that the education provided to all children
must be based on programs of education and training
appropriate to the needs and capacities of each child.
The significance of this is that it commanded the public
•schools educate all children regardless of the degree of
their mental , handicap . No longer could children be ex-
cluded from school or placed in programs which lacked the
4quality necessary for dealing with the severity of their
handicap. The court decision in Mills v. District of
Columbia Board of Education (1972) expanded the zero-
reject model of the PARC decision to include all handi-
capped children. The judge ruled that the inadequacy of
the public school system, whether occasioned by in-
sufficient funding or administrative inefficiency, could
not be permitted to bear more heavily on the exceptional
or handicapped child than on a normal child. Expert
witnesses in both the PARC and Mills cases clearly ex-
plained that placing a handicapped child in an inappropriate
educational program was akin to excluding the child from
an education altogether. Hence the court ordered for
"appropriate" or "suitable" education for plaintiff chil-
dren. Both the PARC and Mills courts listed specific due
process procedures under which handicapped children were
to be identified, assessed, and enrolled in regular or
special education programs. The New Orleans Court in
Lebank v. Spears (1973) added to the concept of "appropriate"
or "suitable" education, by stating that the handicapped
child must have a written, individualized educational plan.
The zero—reject model has its philosophical roots in
the Brown v. Board of Education (1954) decision which ruled
that a right to education where the state has undertaken to
provide it is a right which must be made available to all on
5equal terms. If schooling is provided generally to all
children and to most handicapped children, it must be
provided to all handicapped children; hence, zero-reject
education. Most significant in this case was the follow-
ing quotation from the court:
"Today education is perhaps the most important
function of state and local government .... it
is a principal instrument in awakening the
child to cultural values, in preparing him
for later professional training, and in help-
ing him adjust professionally to his environ-
ment. In these days it is doubtful that any
child may reasonably be expected to succeed
in life if he is denied the opportunity of an
education. Such an opportunity, where the
state had undertaken to provide it, is a right
which must be made available to all children."
In Hobsen v. Hansen (1971) , the plaintiff demonstrated
that special education classes for educable mentally re-
tarded children were in fact dumping grounds for children
who were troublesome but not retarded by the IQ standards
established by the District or Columbia. In California,
Diana v. State Board of Education (1970) , demonstrated
that Spanish-speaking children with little knowledge of
English were incorrectly classified as mentally retarded
when tests were administered in English. In the case of
the New York State Association for Retarded Children, Inc ,
v. Rockefeller (1973), it was ruled that all but a hand-
ful of the residents at Willowbrook State School for the
Retarded had to be provided treatment in community based
programs within a period of six years.
6Thus litigation became the most effective means of
removing the barriers to regular education for those with
handicaps. Those court cases previously stated resulted
in the enactment of state education laws for the handi-
capped. In 1974, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts passed
Chapter 766, which was later used as the model for Federal
legislation, Public Law 94-142.
The Bill of Rights for the Handicapped, Public Law
94-142, mandated that each child be placed in the least
restrictive setting. The term "restrictive" applied to
placement in special education programs as opposed to
remaining in regular classes. Educators were required
to maintain children in the regular program to the maximum
degree possible considering their handicaps. When making
an educational placement in a substantially separate
special class the child's desired behavior and academic
performance had to be stated for reentry into the main-
stream.
The greater amount of time a child spent in a special
education class, the more restrictive was the program. The
implication was clearly to keep children in the mainstream
of regular education whenever possible. However, there
are significant problems with the court-mandated require-
ment to provide special education programs for all handi-
capped children within the mainstream of regular education.
7One such problem is the attitudes of many regular educators.
The public schools have never deviated far from the norms,
and educators have believed that serving handicapped chil-
dren is outside the schools' responsibility. What was
regarded as normal for years has now been rendered illegal.
As previously stated both federal and state courts
have rendered decisions which encourage school systems to
mainstream as dictated by the concept, "least restrictive
environment." This mandate is given in spite of present
research which does not clearly indicate that children
derive greater academic or social benefits from regular
classes than they do from separate special classes.
Parents, however, backed with powerful legal weapons con-
tinue to seek the more normal environment of regular educa-
tion .
Statement of the Problem
The problem is to put into practice the. concept of
least restrictive alternative, "mainstreaming." Educators
who are responsible for its implementation are not know-
ledgeable in the instructional techniques to make it
effective. If schools are to be successful in mainstreaming
it is necessary to address teacher attitudes and under-
standing relating to the mainstreaming process.
The intent of court decisions and the law is to have
handicapped and nonhandicapped educated together where
8appropriate. This marks the beginning of educating a
generation to accept individual differences. It forces
both teachers and students to begin interacting with
persons with whom they have been insulated. Schools are
now encouraged to establish a social climate in which
heterogeneity will be increasingly the norm (Pugatch,
1979 ) .
Mainstreaming is the law and therefore educators must
comply. With no prior discussion of its broader implica-
tions, educators must participate in the changes without
the opportunity to review their attitudes and prejudices
toward children who may be perceived as being different.
It is hard to conclude that teachers who in the past have
relied on others to work with different children will
suddenly be accepting of those differences because it is
the law. Unless teachers are encouraged to look critically
at their own abilities to interact with and provide educa-
tional programs for many types of children, it is in-
evitable that mainstreaming will continue to signify only
the movement of special education students into the regular
classroom. The fundamental issue - recognition of the need
to respect individual differences and develop instructional
programs which can accommodate a wide range of abilities in
children - will be lost. What will remain will be the binary
classification of the regular and mainstreamed students
9(Pugatsh, 1979) .
The first of these years of implementing P.L. 94-142
has shown that passage of a law does not bring about the
needed attitudinal change. However, it has been found
that knowledge of the law is the factor most responsible
for teachers' favorable attitudes toward writing individual
educational plans (Semmel, 1978)
.
Hyman and Sheatskey of the University of Chicago's
National Opinion Research Center (1964) found that the
attitudes of white adults toward school desegregation
rose dramatically following implementation of the law.
They concluded:
Close analysis of the current findings, compared
with those of the 1956 surveys, leads us to con-
clude that in the parts of the South where some
measure of school integration has taken place,
official action has preceded public sentiment,
and public sentiment then attempted to accommodate
itself to the new situation.
This evidence suggests that favorable attitudes increase
following the passage of legislation.
A recent study funded by the U.S. Office of Education
concluded that teachers were most likely to be motivated
to support innovation when they experienced intrinsic
professional reward such as a sense of ownership of ideas,
acceptance of contributions by peers and supervisors, and
realization that the program was helping the most difficult
children (McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978) . This has not been the
10
case, for the most part, in the implementation of
P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 766 .
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to measure the attitudes
of staff and parents in the Pittsfield, Massachusetts
School System relative to mainstreaming. While Federal
and State laws mandate the least restrictive program for
handicapped children, the actual responsibility for im-
plementation lies with the regular and special education
teachers, in consultation with parents. This study assumes
the desires and understanding which each group brings to
the task of mainstreaming will have a significant impact
on its success. It is important for handicapped children
to derive both social and academic benefits from their
experience in regular classrooms. This is more likely to
happen if classroom teachers will accept a greater range
of performance and provide more individualization of in-
struction. Special education teachers can assist their
counterparts in regular classrooms with suggestions on
curricula, materials, and instructional techniques which
will facilitate the mainstreaming process. Administrators
can act as catalysts to the teachers ' efforts by offering
encouragement, consultative time, and their technical
skills in the instructional process. Parents can be of
assistance by providing information concerning their
11
child s feelings during the mainstream experience. In
addition
, they can provide the teachers with information
on how the child performs at home on tasks which correlate
with those being taught at school.
This study will measure each group's attitudes and
understanding of the mainstream process. It will pro-
vide information from which in-service training needs can
be identified, and it will be helpful in determining
strategies for improving mainstreaming. Such knowledge
will enable teachers, administrators, consultants, and
teacher trainers to have a relevant starting point from
which to improve the whole procedure.
Answers to the following questions will hopefully
be learned by this study:
1. To what degree do teachers, principals and
parents agree with the concept of mainstreaming?
2. In the opinion of teachers, principals and
parents, is the Pittsfield School System main-
streaming all the students who are capable of
benefiting from the experience?
3. In the opinion of teachers, parents, students,
and administrators, are the children who are
being mainstreamed benefiting from the process
socially, academically, or both?
How do parents, teachers, and administrators4.
perceive the role of support personnel including
the resource teacher, speech pathologist, school
psychologist, school adjustment counselor, and
principal, in the mainstream process?
5. What steps must be taken by the Pittsfield
Massachusetts School System in order to improve
the mainstreaming process, as viewed by the
investigator?
Definition of Terms
Mainstreaming: Refers to the placement of a child
who has been identified as having special needs which re-
quire special educational instruction, into a regular
education classroom for a portion of his/her school day.
The time spent in the regular classroom is to be utilized
to attain social and academic goals.
Placement in the regular class is initiated by the
special education teacher as a result of a recommendation
from the evaluation team or through his/her own determina-
tion that the child will benefit from interaction with
regular education children. The special and regular
education teachers complete the details for mainstreaming
which include determining the subject and amount of time
to be spent in the regular classroom. This must be
approved by the building principal and the child's parents,
prior to implementation. The child's progress in regular
13
class is reviewed quarterly during the school year by the
two teachers, with parental input, and is adjusted accord-
ingly. The special education teacher acts as a resource
and partner to the regular teacher, offering suggestions
on appropriate materials, teaching methods, potential
achievement levels, means of motivation, and alternative
approaches to management of the child within the regular
classroom.
Prototype : Refers to the amount of time the special
needs child spends in the least restrictive environment
consistent with the State of Massachusetts Special Educa-
tion Law, Chapter 766. Prototype will be used in the
following manner:
Prototype One - Special needs child who spends a
full day in regular class, with
modifications in the program and
any necessary support services.
Prototype Two
Prototype Three
Prototype Four
Prototype Five
Special needs child who spends
more than 75% of the day in
regular class.
Special needs child who spends
between 75% and 40% of the
day in regular class.
Special needs child who spends
less than 40% of the day in
regular class.
Day school.
Prototype Six Residential school.
Regular Education with Modification
Child spends full day in regular class
Prototype 502.1
Regular Education with Support
Child spends between 1% - 25% outside
of regular class
Prototype 502.2
Regular Education with Support
(
Child spends between 25% - 60% out-
side of regular class
Prototype 502.3
Substantially Separate Child
spends more than 60% of day
outside of regular class.
Prototype 502.4
Day School Program
Prototype 502.5
Residential School
Prototype 502.6
Program prototypes which describe
the hierarchy of services ranging
from the least restrictive proto-
type (502.1) to the most re-
strictive prototype (502.6).
FIGURE 1.
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Educational Plan: Refers to an individualized educa-
tion plan which is designed by a team of specialists in
conjunction with the parents. The specialists include a
psychologist, social worker, medical doctor, administra-
tor, and classroom teacher. The plan covers a period of
one school year, describes the amount and type of special
educational services to be offered to the special needs
child, and lists the educational objectives and instruction-
al methods to be used to accomplish the objectives.
Attitude : The philosophical position, and the feel-
ings which an individual holds toward the concept of main-
streaming .
Special Education : Those special education services
which are offered to a special needs child in order to
allow him/her a greater opportunity to fulfill inherent
potential
.
A Child With Special Needs : A child because of
temporary or more permanent adjustment difficulties or
attributes arising from intellectual, sensory, emotional
or physical factors, cerebral dysfunction, perceptual
factors, or other specific learning impairments of any
combination thereof, is unable to progress effectively
in a regular education program and requires special educa-
tion (Massachusetts, 1974)
.
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Significance of the Study
The significance of this study is that it will provide
information on the attitudes and understanding of parents, ad-
ministrators and teachers toward the concept of mainstream-
ing. This is important because such research data has
been lacking.
The data will provide information which is necessary
for the improvement of the practice of mainstreaming.
School systems are responsible for educating handicapped
children, to the maximum extent appropriate, with their
nonhandicapped peers. The relativity of the term "approp-
riate" has contributed much to the anxiety expressed by
administrators for implementing the principle of least
restrictive environment. The range of physical environ-
ments within the school system is rather limited. One
must choose between regular classrooms, resource rooms,
self-contained programs, special day schools or residential
schools. However, there is a wide range of program modifi-
cations or alternatives which can be made within these
settings. Some of these include effective management of
time, space, materials, equipment, methodologies, and
groupings of students (Audette, 1979).
This study, through the use of a questionnaire, will
measure the understanding and attitudes which parents,
teachers and principals bring to the mainstreaming process.
The principle of the least restrictive environment
seems to have more implications for regular education
staff than it does for their peers in special education.
The laws require careful justification of any service
which is provided in settings which are different from
the environment encountered by regular students. The
issue which must always be addressed is "why" the methods
and materials necessary for meeting the child's needs
aren't being provided in a less segregated setting. The
conclusions and recommendations for in-service training,
and the subsequent training can lead to an increased
ability to accept a greater diversity of performance in
regular education. It is hoped that a more individuali-
zed child-centered approach to education will result. It
has been said that the energy and renewed sense among
teachers that mainstreaming is possible, is dying, or
dead, because the package of skills and technical know-
ledge has not been put in the hands of the person on the
front line (Gilhool, 1976).
Limitations of the Study
This study is limited to the Pittsfield School System
It is also a perception survey, and not a measure of
actual events. The results of the study measure the re-
spondents' attitudes and understanding.
CHAPTER II
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION
The concept of mains treaming can be viewed, from
several perspectives. The Delegate Assembly to the 54th
Annual Convention of the Council for Exceptional Children
in 1976 developed the following definition of the subject:
Mainstreaming is a belief which involves an educa-
tional placement procedure and process for ex-
ceptional children, based on the conviction that
each child should be educated in the least re-
strictive environment in which his educational
and related needs can be satisfactorily provided.
This concept recognizes that exceptional or special
needs children have a wide range of special educational
needs, varying greatly in intensity and duration; that
there is a recognized continuum of educational settings
which may, at a given time, be appropriate for an indi-
vidual child's needs; that to the maximum extent, when-
ever appropriate, such children should be educated with
their more normal peers; and that special classes, separate
schooling, or other removal of a special needs child from
education with normal children should occur only when the
intensity of the child's special education and related
needs is such that they cannot be satisfied in an environ-
ment including normal children, even with the provision
of supplementary aids and services.
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This review of the literature will chart the evolu-
tion of special education from the initial services which
were provided by Itard in the early 1800's through the
decade of the 1970's.
Historical Review
The first schools for the handicapped were founded in
France
,
under the direction of Itard and his student,
Seguin. These two men were committed to a method of train-
ing that was based on the principle of sensory stimulation.
Seguin credits Jacob Pereire, a Spanish teacher of the
deaf and dumb"
,
with the development of the physiological
method of sensory training. Adherents of such a philosophy
held that mental deficiency was the result of brain atro-
phy caused by disuse and lack of stimulation. Therefore,
their approach to treatment was to provide sensory stimula-
tion that would awaken the dormant brain and improve the
condition of idiocy. Although Itard failed to prove the
" sensa tionist " theory with his famous case, "The Wild Boy
of Aveyron", he and Seguin established a school for idiots
in the year 1838, based on sensory training.
In the United States, an increasing awareness of the
mentally deviant and other types of handicapped had de-
veloped with the opening of the Worcester State Hospital in
1833. Although special schools had not yet been formed,
the year 1846 was significant because the Massachusetts
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legislature established the first commission to investi-
gate the needs and conditions of idiots. By the 1880 's
eleven states had institutions or training schools for
the care and education of the retarded. The period from
1850 to 1880 was summarized as one in which society was
attempting to "make the deviant undeviant" (White, 1969)
.
This attitude gradually shifted to one in which the
handicapped were sheltered from society. During the
period 1870-1890, the public's perception of the retarded
reflected the scientific philosophies and advancements of
the times.
The increase in the popularity of Mendalian genetics
and Darwin's theory of evolution caused a general shift
in public attitude. The prevailing belief was in the
influence of heredity in determining intelligence and
in the irreversibility of neurological defects. The
general outlook toward the retarded became one of pro-
tection and care rather than education and rehabilitation.
In 1896, a committee investigating the frequency of
sub-normal intelligence reported that approximately 1%
of the elementary school population fell within the level
of certifiable idiot and those considered ordinary dullard.
Further, this committee recommended that special classes
be established for such students.
The Eugenics movement resulted from a fear that the
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poor and mentally incompetent were reproducing at an
alarming rate. The movement originated in 1876 and came
from the fiercely competitive and highly achievement-
oriented society of post Civil War American (Blanton, 1975)
Some sterilization of the retarded resulted from this
philosophy
.
Blanton (1975) cites H.J. Muller, a geneticist, as
the person primarily responsible for ending the notion
that the retarded represented an inferior race of people.
He stated that there are no pure races but only popula-
tions with variable gene frequencies. This was the begin-
ning of a positive trend in educational services for the
retarded. Rosen, Clark, and Kivitz (1976) note that as
early as 1917, Wallin advocated that the mentally impaired
be educated in special classes designed to meet their
educational needs. Improvements in the area of psycho-
educational assessment and educational diagnosis were
being accomplished through the work of psychologists and
educators like Bayley, Thorndike, and Dewey. There was
also rapid growth in the field of mental testing at the
beginning of the 20th century. The Binet-Simon testing
scales were published in 1905. Goddard, in 1910, work-
ing at a training school in Vineland, New Jersey, was
the first to administer the Binet-Simon scales in a wide-
spread manner and analyze the relationships between
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teacher reports and mental age measurements. After test-
ing 400 children at the school, he reported a significant
correlation between groupings based on the test score
and those based on teacher reports. As a result, he
developed a system of mental age classification. The
ability to diagnose through testing led to greater homo-
genity in the population of special classes but less
opportunity for the handicapped to interact with the non-
handicapped.
During the middle and late 19th century institution-
alization of the retarded was regarded as the solution.
Care and treatment were provided in this restricted and
segregated environment. Institutions began to prolifer-
ate and by the end of the century almost all the states
had them (Fairchild & Henson, 1976)
.
The 20th century marked the beginning of identifi-
cation, classification, and public school classes for
exceptional children. Pupils were moved out of institu-
tions and into segregated day schools and public school
classes. Intelligence testing enabled professionals to
determine if a child would benefit from regular class-
room instruction (Fairchild & Henson, 1976).
The enactment of compulsory school attendance laws
in the 20th century resulted in school officials being
confronted with a variety of educational programs for
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children. it was found that exceptional children were
unable to make satisfactory progress in regular class-
rooms, so separate, self-contained classrooms were es-
tablished (Fairchild and Henson, 1975). The number of
classes grew as identification procedures were improved.
As more and more categories of exceptionality were identi-
fied, more and more self-contained classes were developed,
thus removing a greater number of children from the main-
stream of education.
Special education classes began with the hope of
providing better education for exceptional children
through a well defined curriculum, specially trained
teachers, a lower pupil-teacher ratio, which would afford
more individualized instruction, homogeneous grouping
which would enhance teacher effectiveness, and limited
academic failures which as a consequence would improve
self-esteem (Fairchild and Henson, 1975)
.
Efficacy of Special Education
There has been much debate over the effectiveness of
self-contained special classes versus mainstreamed pro-
grams for the handicapped. While this writer has not been
able to obtain conclusive evidence that either position
warrants full support, the present trend is unquestion-
ably toward mainstreaming. This is due primarily to
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recent legislation for special needs children, the
Federal law. Public Law 94-142, and the State law of
Massachusetts, Chapter 766, which gives maximum impetus
to placement of such children in regular classes
.
Much of the controversy with prevailing practices
in special education, reflected in recent articles, has
resulted largely from the disappointing findings of
empirical studies exploring the efficacy of special class
placement for retarded children and from the placement of
disproportionate numbers of minority group children in
special education classes (Dunn, 1968)
.
During the last forty years, over twenty studies
employing a variety of research designs, instruments
and samples have reported findings concerning the efficacy
of special class placement for educable mentally retarded
children enrolled in regular classes with those in special
classes within the same school system. These studies
typically found special class enrollees inferior to their
regular class counterparts in academic areas but comparable
or slightly superior on measures of classroom adjustment
and personality. Inadequacies in research designs and
problems in interpreting the findings lead inevitably to
the conclusion that available evidence is less than con-
clusive; it is basically uninterpretable (Bruinicks and
Rynders, 1971) .
25
The following list summarized some of the more common
arguments advanced for and against special class place-
ments (Bruinicks and Rynders, 1971):
Pros
1. Research evidence indicates that mentally re-
tarded children in regular classrooms are
usually rejected by more able peers.
2. Mentally retarded children in regular class-
rooms experience loss of self-esteem because
of their inability to compete with more able
classroom peers.
3. It is logically absurd to assign children to
instruction without considering differences
in ability or achievement.
4. Evidence on the efficacy of special classes
is inconclusive since most studies possess
significant flaws in research design.
5. Criticisms of special classes are based
ostensibly upon examples of poorly im-
plemented programs.
6. The alternatives to present practices are
less desirable and would lead to a return
to social promotion as an approach to deal-
ing with mildly retarded children.
7. Properly implemented special classes are
26
optimally suited to deal with the major learning
problems of retarded children.
8. Special class arrangements should not be un-
fairly indicted for mistakes in diagnosis
and placement.
9 . A democratic philosophy of education does not
dictate that all children have the same educa-
tional experiences
,
but that all children re-
ceive an equal opportunity to learn according
to their individual needs and abilities.
Cons
1. Special class placement isolates retarded
children from normal classroom peers.
2. Special class placement results in stigmatizing
the retarded child, resulting in a loss of
self-esteem and lowered acceptance by other
children.
3. There is little evidence to support the
practice of ability grouping for retarded
or normal children.
4. Mildly retarded children make as much or
more academic progress in regular class-
rooms as they do in special education.
5. There is little point in investing further
energy in improving special classes, since
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this arrangement poorly serves the social and
educational needs of children.
6. Other more flexible administrative and
curricular arrangements should be developed
to supplement or supplant special classes.
7. Special class arrangements inappropriately
place the responsibility for academic fail-
ures on children rather than upon schools
and teachers.
8. The very existence of special classes en-
courages the misplacement of many children,
particularly children from minority groups.
9. Special class placement is inconsistent with
the tenets of a democratic philosophy of
education because it isolates retarded from
normal children, and vice versa.
Dunn's article in 1968, "Special Education for the
Mildly Retarded - Is Much Of It Justifiable?", was one
of the catalysts for reviewing the effectiveness of
special education programs. One of his positions was
that homogeneous grouping puts the slow learner and
underprivileged child at a disadvantage. Dunn refers
to Coleman (1966) who found that underprivileged and
lower class black children performed better academically
when integrated with white middle class children or
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enrolled in schools not operating on a tracking system.
Dunn makes the analogy that special needs students, like
the culturally disadvantaged or racially segregated group,
would do better when integrated in a setting with normal
peers
.
Several studies have been concluded comparing handi-
capped students in special classes to those in regular
classes. As early as the 1930's, researchers expressed
an interest in comparing children in special classes with
those dull normal students in regular classes. Bennett
(1932) reported that the students in regular classes
scored significantly higher on achievement tests than
their peers in special classes. A similar study measured
motor and manual skills, personality development, and
academic achievement (Pertsch, 1932) . Children placed
in regular classes scored significantly higher on achieve-
ment tests and on scores of personality development. The
boys in regular classes were at significantly higher
levels of personality development. No differences in
personality were found among the girls. In the area of
motor skills no differences were observed despite the
fact that the students in special classes received con-
siderably more training in that skill area.
Johnson (1950) expressed concern with the measure-
ment of appropriate objectives. He felt that the curricula
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in regular education classes may be different than that
in special education. Therefore, the areas measured may
not be relevant to the goals of the special education
program and therefore not valid indicators of the pro-
gram s success. it would be similar to teaching a child
to add and then measuring his arithmetic skills with
questions on subtraction. Johnson (1962) summarizes his
view on special education evaluation in the following
statement: "Before any meaningful evaluation can be made,
the objectives of special education for the mentally
handicapped must be defined and the evaluation then made
in respect to these objectives." Efficacy studies con-
tinued to measure the effects of academic performance and
social adaptability of the students. Ellenbogen (1957)
compared achievement and social adjustment and discovered
that special students in regular classes performed better
academically than those in special classes. A similar
study done two years later resulted in comparable informa-
tion (Cassidy and Stanton, 1959). However, both of these
studies supported the placement of special needs students
in special education classes for social and emotional
growth. Sparks and Blackman (1961) , refer to a study by
Johnson in which social relationships in special classes
were examined more closely. It was found that children
of low intellect held lower positions in both special and
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regular education classes whereas higher intellect
children were more highly esteemed. This seems to
indicate that no matter where they are placed, special
children have lower social positions.
The results of more recent studies compared students
who had returned from special to regular class. Fifty-
seven students with various learning disabilities includ-
ing retardation, behavioral problems, and perceptual
dysfunction were returned to regular classes (Hayball and
Dilling, 1969) . They were measured for academic achieve-
ment, peer relations and self perception. All of the
groups responded favorably to being placed in regular
classes. They were found able to perform within the
expectations of their more normal peers. Haring and
Krug (1975) studied a group of thirteen educable retarded
children who had been returned to regular class after
being exposed to an experimental instructional program,
consisting of Distar and Sullivan programmed reading and
the Suppes math curriculum. After one year in regular
classes it was found that the returnees ranked as high
or higher as those who remained in special class in the
areas of academic achievement and social development.
The study demonstrated that some special class students
with proper . training can succeed in regular classes.
There is little question that the research method-
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ology used in the studies comparing the benefits of
regular and special education for special needs students
had its weaknesses, primarily due to the inability to
establish appropriate objectives and valid control groups
One of the problems regularly encountered was the diver-
sity of handicapped students. In many cases the special
classes appeared to be a dumping ground for problem
students which made it difficult to teach as well as
to compare results with the better adjusted special
needs students in regular classes. Generally, the
efficacy studies concluded that the conglomeration called
special education did not produce significant increases
in group mean scores or standardized achievement tests
(Weidenman, 1978)
.
The Importance of Attitudes
It may be an overstatement to indicate that a
positive attitude toward any idea or concept will result
in a related positive action. Himmelstrand (1960) in-
dicated that anyone making a survey of the correlation
between an individual’s expressed verbal attitude toward
an idea and the concurrent behavior will be disheartened
with the results. Despite these words, Himmelstrand and
other social psychologists maintain a belief in the re-
lationship between attitudes and actions. The main
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criticism seems to be in the methods used to measure
attitude. According to Himmelstrand (1960) researchers
must improve their ability to accurately observe atti-
tudes and behavior
,
and must take into account individuals,
social situations, and personalities, when assessing ver-
bal attitudes.
Personalities of respondents are also cited by
Dollard (1949) as an important consideration when making
a correlation between one's attitudes and actions.
Specifically, he states that if an individual is active
rather than passive, feels safe and unthreatened by the
test situation, and is generally able to verbalize his
or her feelings, there is a strong likelihood that
stated attitudes will be predictive of overt behaviors.
Another variable, often ignored by attitude surveys,
is the depth of feeling behind an attitude. Two people
might express similar attitudes toward an object, but
only one of the two might actually take an action toward
that object. The difference might be the result of the
variance between the action structures of the two people
(Katz, 1960). For example, two people might express
positive attitudes toward a political candidate, but
only one may feel strongly enough to go out and vote
for him/her. The other, while expressing a positive
attitude, may lack the intensity of feeling necessary
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to take action and vote.
It was previously stated that Dollard places im-
portance on anonymity. Kelman (1974) maintains that even
under such conditions respondents may answer untruthfully,
thus reducing the predictive powers of the attitudes ex-
pressed. People often express attitudes that conform to
the views normally prescribed within their social milieu.
This is most likely to happen in situations in which
there is significant societal pressure and internal
conflict such as in the case of racial attitudes.
Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) identify four elements of
attitude and behavior: the action, the target, the
context, and the time. For example, if one wishes to
measure attitude toward integration of black children
into an all white class, it would be necessary to con-
cern oneself with the action-placement in the class,
the target - black children, the context - the particular
school or class to be effected, and the time - when the
students will be integrated. If one measured just the
attitude toward black children, these attitudes would be
poor predictions of action toward integration, since they
only take into account the target, and not the action,
context, or time.
It is also important to consider whether teachers
communicate their attitudes to their students, and how
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such communications affect the students. Silberman (1969)
studied ten third-grade teachers and their students to
determine whether the teachers ' attitudes were revealed
their classroom performance. He looked particularly
for attitudes of attachment, concern, indifference, and
rejection. After interviewing teachers to elicit their
attitudes toward particular students, each class was ob-
served for substantial periods of time. Silberman found
that teachers did convey their attitudes to their students,
especially feelings of indifference and concern. It was
also found that the students were able to perceive these
attitudes. Silberman concluded that these unconscious
actions on the part of teachers not only serve to communi-
cate to students the regard in which they are held by a
significant adult, but they also guide the perceptions of,
and behavior toward these students by their peers. Good
and Brophy (1972) confirm the findings of Silberman. They
examined students from three different socio-economic
levels involving first grade classrooms. While Silberman
found that teachers most often communicated attitudes of
indifference or concern. Good and Brophy found that
attachment and rejection were frequently signaled to the
pupils and received by them.
Rosenthal and Jacobsen (1968) indicate that teachers
may actually communicate their expectations of students'
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progress and capabilities, thus setting the stage for
possible self-fulfilling prophecies. In their study
they lead teachers to believe that certain students
were academic "spurters." In reality, these students
were no different than their classmates. The only
difference between the spurters and non-spurters was
in the minds of the teachers. The children were given
an intelligence test before the experiment began, and
were retested at various times during the school year.
It was found that the children identified as spurters
did gain significantly in IQ scores during the year.
In addition, teachers' perceptions of these children were
mostly positive. Some of the children not labeled as
spurters also gained in IQ scores. However, the more
these children gained, the more likely their teachers
were to rate them unfavorable in terms of personality
and possibility for future success. Rosenthal and
Jacobsen conclude that teachers ' expectations do have
an effect upon students and recommend that more research
be done to isolate the factors leading to students' gains.
Brophy and Good (1970) expanded on the Rosenthal and
Jacobsen study. They attempted to identify what teachers
did that was different with students for whom they had
lower expectations. The results showed that teachers
demanded better performance from those students for
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whom they had higher expectations. They were also more
likely to give those students praise when they performed
well. in addition, they were more likely to accept poor
work from the students for whom their expectations were
low, and less likely to give those same students praise
for good work.
The Effect of Attitudes
The following is a review of some of the research
which has measured the position of school system staff
toward the concept of least restrictive alternative.
Shotel
,
Iano, and McGettigan (1972) examined teacher
attitudes toward integrating children who had been
labeled educable mentally retarded, emotionally dis-
turbed, and learning disabled into their classes. Sub-
jects were teachers from schools that were starting
integrated programs using resource rooms as support.
The teachers participated in several in-service training
meetings on mainstreaming prior to the beginning of the
school year. The control group consisted of teachers
from schools with self-contained special classes.
Measures of teacher attitudes were taken at the beginning
and end of the school year by asking teachers to respond
to a thirteen item questionnaire on the placement of
handicapped children. The author obtained a number of
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interesting results. Initially the experimental teachers
expressed a much more positive attitude toward integration
aH three classifications of handicapping conditions.
The post-test showed a closer correspondence between the
attitudes of the two teacher groups. Although the ex-
perimental groups' responses were less positive than in
the pretest, they were still slightly more positive than
control subject scores. In addition, the teachers'
attitude toward the mentally retarded children were less
positive than toward the emotionally disturbed and learn-
ing disabled.
As Shotel
,
Iano, and McGettigan suggest, the de-
crease in the experimental subjects' responses to integra-
tion at the end of the year has serious implications for
mainstreaming. It is possible, as the authors suggest,
that the initial positive attitudes may have reflected
the success of the training meetings held at the begin-
ning of the year on the philosophy of integrating the
handicapped. The post- test attitudes, although less
positive, were based on an entire year of observation
of special needs children in the classroom and may be
a more accurate representation of the teachers' attitudes.
The authors of the study suggest the importance of
providing support services for teachers in mainstream-
ed classes in the form of periodic in-service train-
ing, opportunity to observe the resource room in operation,
and frequent communication between the classroom teacher
and resource room staff.
Teachers may develop attitudes based on a lack of
knowledge concerning certain handicapping conditions.
Wechsler
, Suarzez and McFadden (1975) determined that
teachers were agreeable to accepting children with
asthma, heart conditions, and crutches or braces. How-
ever, they were more reluctant to instruct children
with a history of convulsions or seizures, although a
majority of the teachers felt such children would benefi
from regular class. These teachers were generally un-
willing to mainstream the blind and deaf. This makes
conclusions difficult to reach since Panda and Bartel
(1972) find teachers positive about accepting the blind
and deaf with crippled, retarded, and speech-impaired
the next most favorable. In this study epileptic,
emotionally disturbed, culturally deprived and delin-
quent youngsters received the least favorable responses.
Williams (1977) performed a similar investigation of
teacher attitudes toward the handicapped. He found
that teachers were most apt to work with physically
handicapped and least likely to accept the mentally
retarded. Learning disabled and emotionally disturbed
children were ranked between the previous stated high
and low categories. Each of these studies was done by
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having teachers rank a list of labeled disabilities. it
is quite possible that the results reflect those of
Safran (1971)
. His research found that the greater degree
of handicap the greater degree of segregation. It would
appear that despite teachers' opinions regarding main-
streaming, their attitudes may depend in part upon their
willingness to deal with varying degrees of handicapping
conditions on a personal classroom level (Winefield, 1979)
There is some evidence that the availability of
resources to assist teachers in their efforts at main-
streaming is viewed as a positive measure. Mandall (1976)
found that the availability of resource teachers improved
attitudes toward mainstreaming. A similar study com-
pared the results of a workshop on mainstreaming to
those of a resource person who went into regular class-
rooms to assist teachers (Singleton, 1976) . It was
found that the resource person had a much more positive
impact on teachers than did the workshop. This would
seem appropriate since the resource person could be
more flexible adapting to teacher needs and the per-
formance of individual students within the classroom.
It is also important to consider the attitudes of
administrators since they can be supportive of the
teacher efforts to mainstream. Payne and Murray (1974)
distributed a questionnaire to fifty urban and suburban
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elementary principals. The questionnaire surveyed the
principals' willingness to integrate handicapped child-
ren, their feelings on the type of handicap their school
could best serve, and the resources necessary to im-
plement a successful mainstreaming program. The findings
indicated that suburban principals were more supportive
of the process than their urban colleagues. Both groups
°f principals responded more positively toward visual and
auditory handicaps than toward the mentally retarded. It
should also be noted that the principals viewed in-service
training as the most important need for teachers, followed
by assistance from resource staff and resource room pro-
grams .
It is important to consider the attitudes of normal
children toward those with special needs. In order for
mainstreaming to be truly effective, it is necessary
that special needs children be accepted as peers by
their non-handicapped classmates.
Some of the research gives cause for optimism.
Rapier, Adelson, Carey, and Croke (1972) compared atti-
tudes of children before and after integration with
orthopedially handicapped children. After one year
the non-handicapped children saw their handicapped peers
as less weak, not in need of as much attention, and
more curious than was previously thought. Sheare (1974)
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also found that children's attitudes improved with
familiarity. He studied the integration of educable
mentally retarded children. Kennedy, Northcott, Mc-
Cauley and Williams (1976) studied the interaction be-
tween non-handicapped and hearing-impaired children.
They found that social acceptance of the hearing impaired
was possible. The conditions for success included care-
fully choosing hearing-impaired children who had gone
through an exemplary, family-oriented pre-school with
an auditory-oral emphasis.
Chennault (1967) attempted to improve the social
acceptance of unpopular educable mentally retarded
children through direct intervention rather than to access
the level of acceptance or rejection by peers. Inter-
vention consisted of planning, rehearsing, and present-
ing a dramatic skit. The shared experience lasted five
weeks and required two fifteen-minute sessions per week.
The determination of an increase in social acceptance
was made by comparing pre- and post-test measures on a
social acceptance scale administered to the peer group.
In addition, self-perception of the educable retarded
was measured. Results indicated that social acceptance
of the retarded had improved significantly. The re-
tarded also had a higher self-perception. Chennault'
s
study is important because it measures the effect of a
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direct intervention. Gottlieb (1974) studied the effects
of the mentally retarded label on the attitudes of third
grade students. A video tape was shown of an actor-child
named John. Half the third graders were told John was
mentally retarded while the other half were told he was
a normal fifth grade child. The third graders either
viewed John performing well academically or acting in
an incompetent manner. The results showed that the
attitudes toward a child exhibiting academically compe-
tent behaviors were significantly more positive than
toward an incompetent child, regardless of the labeling
condition
.
Gottlieb performed a similar study a year later
measuring the impact of social behavior and labels on
student attitude. As in the earlier study, the atti-
tudes were more favorable when socially appropriate be-
havior was exhibited, regardless of the label.
Conclusion
Provision of services for the handicapped have gone
through several stages of development. It was initially
felt that those with mental deficiency could be restored
to normalcy through stimulation of the nervous system.
A later trend included providing care and protection in
large institutions when it was concluded that the
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retarded could be completely rehabilitated. The Eugenics
movement, with its emphasis on superiority brought about
some sterilization of those considered sub-normal.
Special classes came into existence in the early
twentieth century with the concurrent
velopment of psychological and educational assessment.
The number of classes grew as identification procedures
improved
.
The 1960's and early 1970's resulted in the culmina-
tion of the debate concerning the effectiveness of self-
contained special classes as opposed to integration
within regular classes. While the research has proven
inconclusive, the courts appeared to have resolved the
issue by ruling in favor of the least restrictive en-
vironment whenever possible.
The attitude of both teachers and normal peers toward
mainstreaming is also somewhat inconclusive. The research
does provide examples of selected case studies in which
mainstreaming has been successful. Variables leading to
success include careful selection and preparation of the
special needs child, in-service training for the teacher,
and some type of sensitization for the normal peers.
Teachers generally appear more apt to deal with students
whose special needs are less severe, thereby enabling
them to perform closer to the expected norms of the class-
room.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES
INTRODUCTION
This chapter consists of a description of the method
used to measure the attitudes and understanding of parents
and staff relative to the concept of mainstreaming in the
Pittsfield Public School System. The school system is
described so that readers will have a suitable familiar-
ity with the type of environment in which the study was
conducted. The sample population and measurement instru-
ment are summarized, describing the participants and the
means through which the information was gathered. The
procedure is reported in order for the reader to have
knowledge of the steps taken to collect the data from
which the analysis and recommendations were made.
Rationale for Selection of Participants
Parents were selected because of the investigator's
regard for their intimate knowledge of their children.
Another consideration for their selection includes the
support they can lend to the school system in its efforts
to provide an appropriate education. Communication be-
tween parent and teacher can lead to an increased under-
standing by both, of the child's behavior and capabilities.
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The parent's role as a co-partner with the teacher in re-
enforcing skills taught at school is necessary in many
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cases for the child to learn effectively. In some in-
stances it may be necessary for the parent to merely
strengthen the child's concept of school as being positive
in nature. The experience of being mainstreamed into a
regular classroom can be threatening for the child. The
parent can play a primary role in alleviating this
anxiety by listening to the child and offering appropriate
comments which will lead to understanding and acceptance
of being maintreamed. The attitude and behavior of
parents significantly affects the school system's effort
to mainstream their children.
Regular classroom teachers were chosen because they
are the individuals responsible for the direct implementa-
tion of the mainstreaming process. Their willingness to
participate, the attitudes they possess relative to inter-
acting with the handicapped, and their technical knowledge
of individualizing the instructional process, are im-
portant to the success of the practice. It is helpful
for these teachers to be accepting of special needs
children and to create a classroom atmosphere which
emphasizes the individuality of each child. The teacher
should understand that she/he is not expected to have the
child perform at a level commensurate with the
norms for
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a given age. Rather, she/he should assist the child to
those instructional tasks which are attainable
as well as being part of the regular curriculum. Success
may be contingent on the teacher's willingness and efforts
to adapt instructional materials and methodology to the
child's learning needs. Large gains in achievement are
not as important as the child's progressing at a rate
which is suitable to his/her abilities.
The principals were selected because they are the
instructional leaders of the school. He/she is familiar
with the school system's curricular, materials, and in-
structional resources. His/her broad knowledge of the
most effective teaching techniques and skilled teachers
in his school may prove helpful to the classroom teacher
attempting to adapt the regular education program. The
principal can also lend administrative support and en-
couragement to the teacher's efforts. The individual
teacher who knows he/she won't be chastised for a signifi-
cant effort is going to be more positive in seeking the
goal of effective mainstreaming.
The special education teachers were chosen because
they can act as a consultant,
the classroom teacher. Such a person can provide technical
assistance relative to appropriate materials, teaching
techniques, and expected levels of performance. The
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regular and special education teachers should communicate
regularly concerning the child's program and participate
in the process of modifying the program. This will lead
to the evolution of a suitable instructional model through
continued evaluation and redesign of effort.
Description of the School System
The City of Pittsfield, Massachusetts is located in
Western Massachusetts in the center of the Berkshire
Mountains. It has a population of 51,000 citizens, the
largest in Berkshire County, and is surrounded by many
smaller towns. The primary industry is General Electric,
which employs approximately 7,500 workers and is followed
by a lesser number of workers in light industry, and
the business of tourism. The evergreen and birch-covered
hills, combined with scenic lakes provide an ideal environ-
ment for outdoor and cultural activities. Pittsfield is
at the apex of a triangle approximately 150 miles from
both Boston and New York.
The school system has 9,880 students, served by the
following staff members:
591 classroom teachers
29 reading specialists
24 music teachers
27 physical education teachers
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20 art teachers
20 guidance counselors
The special education department consists of the
following staff members:
5 school psychologists
1 clinical psychologist
14 school adjustment counselors
60 teachers
7 speech pathologists
4 unit leaders
1 supervisor
1 director
The administrative unit of the school system consists
of the following personnel:
1 superintendent
1 assistant superintendent for operations
1 administrative assistance
1 director of personnel services
1 business manager
8 curriculum directors and coordinators
The schools are organized into the following units:
13 elementary schools
3 junior high schools
2 senior high schools
There is a wide range of courses and curricula within
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the system. There are several levels of vocational
training and college preparatory courses, as well as a
business program. Approximately 61% of Pittsfield's
students enter higher education. The budget for the
1980-81 school year is approximately $19.5 million.
The Sample Population
The sample of participants in the study consisted of
the following individuals
:
200 parents of special needs children
200 regular classroom teachers
60 special class teachers
18 principals
56 specialists
The parents were selected on a random sample basis.
Every fifth parent was chosen from an alphabetized list
of the one thousand parents whose children receive special
education services. Regular education teachers were also
selected on a random sample basis. Every third teacher
from an alphabetized list of the approximately six hundred
regular teachers was chosen. All of the special education
teachers, principals, and specialists were solicitied to
participate in the study. The random selection of regular
teachers and parents, while including the total population
of principals, specialists and special education teachers
be considered a drawback to the study.may
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Table I provides a description of the sample's re-
sponse to the questionnaire.
Table I
Population of the Study
I II III IV V
Number of Percent of Percent of
Questionnaires Number of Possible Obtained
Role Sent Responses Responses Sample
Parents 200 35 14.1 12.5
Spec. Ed.
Teachers 60 48 19.4 80.0
Reg. Ed.
Teachers 200 119 48.0 59.5
Principals 18 16 6.5 88.8
Specialists 56 30 12.1 53.5
Column I gives the role of each group which partici-
pated in the study. Column II states the number of
questionnaires sent to each of the participants. Column
III lists the number of responses to the questionnaire
from each of the role groups. Column IV provides the
percentage of responses of each group in relation to the
total sample. The regular education teachers comprise
48% of the total sample with the next largest group
being the special education teachers who make up 19.4%.
Column V is the percentage of responses within each
group. The principals had the highest percentage
of
respondees with 88.8% of their group completing the
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questionnaire. The principals were closely followed by
the special education teachers who had 80% of their group
respond. There was also a • significant response from
regular education teachers, 59.5%, and specialists, 53.5%.
The parents with 12.5% completing the questionnaire were
the only group with a low rate of response.
The Measurement Instrument
The decision of choosing the method by which the
data would be collected was challenging. The literature
demonstrated that both the mailed questionnaire and inter-
view process have positive and negative virtues. Hyman
(1955) found that variability in response, imperfections
in the design of the questionnaire, and bias and varia-
tion arising from the interviews were several of the
factors which could affect the quality of research findings.
Good (1963) found that the interview process, although
positive in some ways, also had its faults. He concluded
that validity decreased when interpersonal action developed
between the respondent and the interviewer. The result
could be biased where the response is a function of the
relation between respondent and interviewer rather than
a response to the particular task. The investigator
decided upon the questionnaire because it would allow
for greater numbers to be surveyed and would reduce
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bias of the respondent and interviewer.
The questionnaire was designed to be relevant to
each role group within the total sample. Questions wore
directed toward measurement of commitment to mainstream-
ing, understanding of the process, and administrative
arrangements necessary to implement it. Hcery (1972)
suggests that mainstreaming bo examined for the follow-
ing elements: (1) that it provide a continuum of pro-
grams for children who are experiencing difficulty,
(2) that it reduces the amount of time a student must
be pulled out of regular class, and (3) that it call
for specialists to work in regular classrooms as much
as possible. Following a similar pattern of thought,
Kaufman, Gottleib, Agard, and Kubic (19/5) discuss
three elements of integration which affect the main-
streaming process. These are (1) temporal integration
which refers to the amount of time the special needs
child spends in regular cl<iss with nonhandicapped
peers, (2) instructional integration which refers to
the amount of time the special needs child shares in
the instructional environment ol his/her classroom,
and (3) social integration which refers to the
child's physical proximity, interactive behavior,
assimilation, and acceptance by classmates.
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Educational planning for the handicapped child con-
sists of assessing the child's educational needs, deter-
mining the goals and objectives, and identifying the
appropriate service for meeting these objectives. The
greater the discrepancy between the child's educational
needs and the instructional activities and practices
of the regular classroom, the greater will be the
need for modification or alteration to the regular in-
structional program.
The questionnaire (Appendix A) was designed to
provide the data necessary to answer the questions pro-
posed in Chapter I. It also provides information on
administrative arrangements necessary for mainstreaming
success. Participants were requested to provide their
suggestions on how to improve the total process. The
questionnaire was designed after a review of the
literature revealed that no instrument appeared to be
appropriate to the needs of this school system. A
decision was made to develop such an instrument. General
direction was given by the doctoral advisory committee.
The Procedure
The procedure used in collection of the data consisted
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of the following steps: (1) the field test, (2) modifica-
tion of the instrument, (3) the first mailing of the
questionnaire, and (4) the follow up mailing of the
questionnaire. The following is a description of these
steps
.
The instrument was field-tested by a group of twenty
interested individuals who were deemed to be representa-
tive of each of the role groups of regular and special
education teacher, principal, and parent. The partici-
pants were given a verbal description of the study in-
cluding its purpose. Each was asked to provide the
investigator with input concerning the clarity of the
questions and whether the information provided would
enable the study to be completed (Appendix B) . Adjust-
ments were made to the questionnaire based on the comments
from those in the field testing group. The questionnaire
was then sent to participants.
Parents and regular education teachers were selected
on a random basis from alphabetized lists. Every fifth
parent and third teacher on the lists were chosen. All
of the principals, specialists and special education
teachers in the school system were part of the sample.
Each participant was sent a letter and the questionnaire
(Appendix C) . Staff participants were asked to return
the questionnaire to their supervisor within seven days
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of receiving it. Parents were asked to return the
questionnaire to the investigator in the self-addressed
and stamped envelope provided. A follow up letter was
sent out to those participants who failed to respond
to the initial request (Appendix D)
. All of the parents
received the follow up letter.
Analysis of Data
All of the data used for analysis in the study has
been retrieved from the questionnaire (Appendix A) which
was sent to the sample population. Once the completed
questionnaires were returned several steps were taken to
translate the data into a manageable format. The entire
questionnaire was post coded. The raw data from each of
the two hundred forty-eight respondents' questionnaires
was reviewed and placed on keypunch cards using the
established post code formula. The design of the
questionnaire allowed for the investigator to use the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences available at
the University of Massachusetts Computer Center (Nie
and Hull, 1975)
.
The analysis of data follows the organizational
format of the questionnaire. The first seven questions
of the instrument are concerned with the demographic
information of the individuals who participated in the
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study. Question one asks participants to acknowledge
their role in the mainstreaming process. These roles
include parent, principal, special education teacher,
and specialist. Questions two through seven report on
experience in education, exposure to mainstreaming, age,
sex, amount of schooling, and coursework related to
special education.
The analysis of the data includes a description of
the frequency, distribution, and percentage responses
of the entire sample. The mean and standard deviation
are also provided. This information may not adequately
reflect the responses within each of the participating
role groups. Therefore, a chi square test was used to
compare the responses of each group to the variables in
questions two through seven. This allowed the investi-
gator to consider the relationships which might exist
between a variable and a specific group of participants.
Questions eight through thirty refer to the main-
streaming process and its relationship to the Pittsfield
School System. Results are delineated and presented for
each question through an examination of descriptive data.
This involved a comparison of the mean scores of the
various groups. A one-way analysis of variance was used
to ascertain differences among the parents, principals,
special teachers, regular teachers and specialists on
these questions.
59
Summary
The design of the instrument used to obtain the
data was based on the perceived needs of the Pittsfield
School System. it was field tested by twenty partici-
pants and adjustments were made accordingly. It was
then sent to 534 staff and parents who were asked to
complete the questionnaire. The response to the
questionnaire resulted in 248 individuals completing
it. The analysis of the data included frequency of
tribution
,
percentages, levels of significance, a
chi square test and one way analysis of variance.
CHAPTER I V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Chapter IV reports the findings of the study. The
results from the "Questionnaire on Mainstreaming," are re-
viewed and analyzed. The format for presenting the informa-
tion follows the organization of the questionnaire be-
ginning with question two and continuing through question
*
thirty . The data includes frequency distribution and
percentages. It also includes a comparison of the mean
scores of each group measuring for significant differences
in attitude or knowledge relative to mainstreaming.
Analysis of Question Two
The second question asked participants to state whether
they had experience in mainstreaming either as a teacher,
parent, principal, or specialist. The results are pre-
sented in Table 2.
Table 2
Experience in Mainstreaming for Total Sample
I
Response
Yes
No
II
Frequency
191
57
III
Percentage
77%
23%
The total population has had a significant amount of
mainstreaming experience. Column III results indicate
60
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77% responded positively and only 23% answered in the nega
tive. Table 3 illustrates experience in mainstreaming by
role
.
Table 3
Experience in Mainstreaming by Role
I II III IV
Role
Frequency of Total % of Frequency of Total % of
Yes Responses Yes Responses No Responses No Responses
Parent 12 34.3 23 65.7
Special Ed
Teachers
46 95.8 2 4.2
Regular Ed
Teachers
93 78.2 26 21.8
Principals 14 87.5 2 12.5
Specialists 26 86.7 4 13.3
X
2
= 48.36
df = 4
p<.05
This table shows that the major portion of experience in
mainstreaming rests with the professionals. Column III gives
the percentage of "Yes" responses. A "Yes" response means
they had experience in mainstreaming. The parents were
significantly lower at 34.3% when compared with the pro-
fessionals who ranged from regular education teachers, 78.2%,
to special education teachers 95.8%. Column IV is the fre-
quency of "No" responses. Note that the parents had 23 "No"
responses. The "No" response means that they did not have
experience in mainstreaming. This accounts for 40.3% of the
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total number of "No" responses. Only the regular educa-
tion teachers had a higher number of "No" responses.
However, the regular teachers comprise a much larger
portion of the sample 119 participants as compared to 35.
Column V presents the percentage of "No" responses. The
parents have a much larger percentage, 65.7% of "No"
responses than any other group. There is a large range
between the parents and the next largest number of "No"
responses, the regular education teachers at 21.8%.
Analysis of Question Three
The third question asked participants to indicate their
age range. They were given a choice of under 20 years,
between 20-30 years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years, and over
50 years. The general sample responded as follows in
Table 4.
Table 4
Age of Respondents for Total Sample
I
Age range
of Respondents
II
Frequency of
Responses
III
Percent of
Population
20-30 years 60 24.2
31-40 years 82 33.1
41-50 years 51 28.6
Over 50 years 5 14.1
The results as shown in Column III indicate that 33.1%
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of the sample are between 31-40 years of age. The next
highest percentage of respondents, 28.6%, are between
41-50 years. This group is followed closely by 24.2% being
in the 20-30 years age range. The first three age groups
are arranged closely at 24.2%, 33.1%, and 28.6%. However,
the fourth group, those over 50 years comprise only 14.1%
of the sample. This is a fairly even age distribution for
the total sample.
The age of respondents by role is presented in Table 5.
Table 5
Age of Respondents by Role
I
Role
II
% between
20-30 vears
III
% between
31-40 years
IV
% between
41-50 years
V
% over
50 years
Parents 17.1 48.6 34.3 0
Special Ed 56.3 22.9 12.5 8.3
Teachers \
Regular Ed 16.0 36.1 29.4 18.5
Teachers
Principal 0 31.3 43.8 25.0
Specialist 26.7 20.0 36.7 16.7
X
2
= 50.23
df = 12
p<.05
The results in Column II and III indicate that
the
special education teachers are the youngest group
of re-
spondees with 56.3% of their population between
20-30 years
and 22-9% between 31-40. This demonstrates
that
of age
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79.2% of the special education teachers are 40 or under.
Columns III and IV show that the largest percentage, 48.6%,
of parents are between 31-40 years, and 41-50 years, 34.3%.
The parents have 82.9% of their population between 31 and
50 years of age. The age range of regular education
teachers is more diversified. Columns III and IV contain
36.1% between 31-40 years and 29.4% between 41-50 years.
This amounts to 65.5% of the regular education teachers
being between the ages of 31—50. The remainder of their
population is almost evenly divided. Column II shows
16.0% between 20-30 years and Column V shows 18.5% over
50. The principals are the oldest group. Note that none
of the principals are between 21-30 years, Column II. They
have 31.3% of their population between 31-40 years, Column
III, and 43.8% between 41-50 years. Column IV. They also
have the largest percentage over 50 years, 25.0%, Column V.
The age of specialists is varied among the four age ranges.
Columns II-V show percentages of 26.7%, 20.0%, 36.7%, and
16.7%. In conclusion the special education teachers are
the youngest group, followed by the parents, regular educa-
tion teachers, specialists and principals.
Analysis of Question Four
The fourth question asks participants to acknowledge
their sex. The results are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6
Sex of Total Sample
I
Sex
II III
Frequency Percentage
Male 94 37.9
Female 154 62.1
»
Column III shows that the percentage of females, 62.1%,
is much greater than that of males, 37.9%. Table 7 ex-
hibits the percentage of male to female when analyzed by
role
.
Table 7
Sex of Total Sample by Role
I II III
Role % of Male % of Female
Parent 14.3 85.7
Special Ed
Teachers
31.3 68.8
Regular Ed
Teachers
42.0 58.0
Principals 93.8 6.3
Specialists 30.0 70.0
X 2 = 32.05
df = 4
P <• 0 5
The predominance of females continues when sex is broken
down by role. ' In Column III, all of the groups except
Principals are 58.0% or more female. The parents, 85.7%
66
comprise the highest number of females, followed by special
education teachers 68.8%, specialists 70.0%, and regular
education teachers 58.0%. The principals with only 6.3%
of their population being female, present a converse re-
sponse to the other four groups.
Analysis of Question Five
Question five asked participants to respond to the
amount of schooling they had completed. Choices included
high School, Some College, 4 years of College and Graduate
School. The results are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
Schooling for Total Sample
I II Ill
Schooling Frequency Percentage
High School 19 7.7
Some College 16 6.5
4 Years College 62 25.0
Graduate School 151 60.9
The results show that more than half the population
have had graduate school experience
.
Column III indicates
60.9% with graduate school experience and 25.0% with 4
years of college. The very low percentages are 6.5% with
some college and 7.7% with a high school experience.
Table 9 presents the breakdown of schooling by role.
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Table 9
Schooling by Role
I
Role
II
High
School
III
Some
College
IV
4 Years
College
V
Graduate
School
Parent
*
51.4 37.1 8.6 2.9
Special Ed
Teacher
0 0 37.5 62.5
Regular Ed
Teacher
0 2.5 32.8 64.7
Principal 6.3 0 0 93.8
Specialist 0 0 6.7 93.7
2
X
df
= 208.03
= 12
p<.05
Column V shows that principals and special
almost identical in having the most amount of schooling
with 93.8% and 93.7% in graduate school. The regular and
special education teachers also exhibit a similar pattern
of education with 64.7% and 62.5% respectively having
graduate school experience. These two groups are comparable
in their four years of college percentages with 37.5% of
special teachers and 32.8% of regular teachers. Column IV.
The parents present a contrasting view to the professionals.
Their amount of schooling is much less. Columns II and III
denote high school, 51.4%, and some college, 37.1%. These
figures comprise 88.5% of the parents having less than
four years of college.
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Analysis of Question Six
Question six asks respondents the amount of experience
they have had working in the field of education. The
choices given to participants included: None, Under 5 years,
*
6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, and Over 20 years.
The results are exhibited in Table 10.
Table 10
Amount of Experience in Education for Total Sample
I
Years of
Experience
II
Frequency
III
Percentage
None 27 10.9
Under 5 years 35 14.1
6-10 years 64 25.8
11-15 years 55 22.2
16-20 years 26 10.5
Over 20 years 41- 16.5
Column III shows that the largest percentages are in
the 6-10 year, 25.8%, and 11-15 years, 22.2%, brackets.
Therefore, 48.0% of the sample have between 6-15 years of
experience in education. Both ends of the experience scale
are reasonably balanced. Column III shows 10.9% with no
experience and 14.1% under 5 years for a total of 25.0%
with 5 years or less. At the other end of the scale 10.5%
have between 16-20 years and 16.5% have over 20 years.
This means that 27.0% have 16 or more years of experience
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in education.
The results of the comparison of experience by role is
presented in Table 11.
Table 11
Amount of Experience in Education by Role
I II III IV V VI VII
Under 6-10 11-15 16-20
No 5 years Years Years Years Over 20
Role Exp. Exp. Exp. Exp. Exp. Years
Parents 77.1 17.1 2.9 2.9 0 0
Special Ed
Teachers
0 41.7 37.5 16.7 4.2 0
Regular Ed
Teachers
0 4.2 31.9 26.9 13.4 23.5
Principals 0 0 6.3 31.3 25.0 37.5
Specialists 0 13.3 20.0 30.0 13.3 23.3
X2 = 256.54
df = 20
p<.05
The results show that 77.1% of the parents had no
experience in education, Column II. Most of the remaining
parents, 17.1%, had under 5 years experience. Column III.
The special education teachers are grouped in Columns III
and IV with 41.7% having under 5 years experience and 37.5%
having 6-10 years experience. These two figures equal
79.2% of the special education teachers having less than
10 years experience in education. The regular education
teachers grouped in Columns IV and V have the highest
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percentages of experience. This consists of 31.9% having
6-10 years experience and 26.9% having 11-15 years ex-
perience for a total of 58.8% completing between 6-15 years
in education. The principals are the group with the most
experience in education. Columns V, VI, and VII show
percentages of 31.3, 25.0, and 37.5. These three columns
signify 11-15, 16-20, and over 20 years of experience.
While the highest percentage, 37.5, is over 20 years, those
in the categories of 11-15 and 16-20 are relatively close.
The specialists are scattered throughout columns II-VII.
They have 20.0% of their population in the 6-10 years ex-
perience bracket, Column IV, and 30.0% in the 11-15 years
range for a total of 50.0% between 6-15 years. The last
column, number VII, shows that principals, 37.5%, regular
teachers, 23.5%, and specialists, 23.3% have the largest
populations with over 20 years experience. Neither parents
nor special education teachers have anyone in that column.
In conclusion, the results show that parents have the
least experience in education followed by special education
teachers, specialists, regular education teachers and
principals
.
Analysis of Question Seven
Question seven asked participants whether they had
taken courses related to special education in the last four
years. The results are presented in Table 12.
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Table 12
Courses Related to Special Education
•in Last Four Years for Total Sample
Response Freauencv Percentage
Yes 107 43.1
No 141 56.9
These results indicate that less than half the sample
have taken courses related to special education in the last
four years. Column III presents the number of positive
responses at 43.1?, and the negative at 56.9%. An analysis
of coursework by role is presented in Table 13.
Table 13
Courses Related to Special Education
in Last Four Years by Role
I II III
% of Yes % of No
Role Responses Responses
Parent 5.7 94 .
3
Special Ed
Teachers
87 .
5
12.5
Regular Ed
Teachers
33.6 66.4
Principal 50.0 50.0
Specialist 50.0 50.0
df = 4
p< . 05
Column II presents the percentage of "yes" responses.
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Special education teachers were the highest with 87.5%
having taken courses related to special education in the
last 4 years. Principals and specialists were evenly
divided with each group showing a figure of 50.0% having
taken the courses. The regular education teachers had
33.6% completing courses while 5.7% of the parents were
involved. Note in Column III that 94.3% of the parents,
66.4% of the regular education teachers and 50.0% of
principals and specialists have not taken courses related
to special education in the last four years.
Analysis of Question Eight
Question eight defines mainstreaming as the placement
of students with special needs into regular education
classes and then asks participants if they are in favor
of mainstreaming. Choices range from 1 through 5 with
the designations for the numbers being 1 for strongly
agree, 2 for agree, 3 for neither agree nor disagree,
4 for disagree and 5 for strongly disagree. Questions
nine through twenty-six will follow the same format.
The results for question eight are exhibited in Table 14
which provides the percentages for the total sample.
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Table 14
Are You In Favor of Mainstreaming?
Response
II
Percentage
Strongly Agree 22.9
Agree 48.2
Neither 15.3
Disagree 10.0
Strongly Disagree 2.8
Column II shows that 22.9% strongly agree while 48.2%
agree. This means that 71.1% of the sample is in favor of
mainstreaming
. The results show that 15.3% responded
neither agree nor disagree. Also in Column II, 10.9% dis-
agree while 2.8% strongly disagree for a total of 12.8%
against mainstreaming. Table 15 gives the mean score for
each of the roles.
Table 15
Are You in Favor of Mainstreaming?
I II III
Role Mean Response Standard Deviation
Parents 1.77 .80
Special Ed Teachers 1.70 .82
Regular Ed Teachers 2.48 .99
Principals 2.12 .95
Specialists 2.40 1.13
Grand M = 2.20
SD = 1.00
f = 7.94
df = 4,243
P<* 05
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Column II demonstrates that special education teachers
were most in favor of mainstreaming and regular teachers
least in favor, although showing meaningful support.
Principals and parents also appear to firmly agree.
Specialists while agreeing are not as strong in their
support as parents, special education teachers and
P^i^cipals . Analysis of variance shows that there is
a significant difference between the group means, though
all were favorable.
Analysis of Question Nine
Question nine asks participants to respond to the
statement that children benefit socially from being
mainstreamed. The results of the total sample's reaction
to this statement are presented in Table 16.
Table 16
Children Benefit Socially From Mainstreaming
I
Response
II
Percentage
Strongly Agree 28.9
Agree 50.6
Neither 14.1
Disagree 4.4
Strongly Disagree 1.2
In Column II it can be seen that 28.9% of the partici-
pants strongly agree and 50.6% agree. The total of these
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two scores is 79.5% of the sample. Only 4.4% disagree and
1.2% strongly disagree. There is meaningful agreement
that mainstreaming does benefit children socially. The
mean scores of each of the role groups is presented in
Table 17.
Table 17
Children Benefit Socially From Mainstreaming
I
Role
II
Mean Response
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 1.60
.69
Special Ed Teacher 1.68
.71
Regular Ed Teacher 2.17
.85
Principal 1.68
.70
Specialist 2.16 1.05
Grand M = 1.96 f = 5.91
SD = .85 df = 4,243
P< .05
All groups appear to firmly agree that mainstreaming
has social benefits for children with special needs.
Column II shows that parents, principals and special educa-
tion teachers are the strongest in their thinking and
regular education teachers the least convinced that
special needs children receive social benefits from being
mainstreamed. The analysis of variance procedure indicates
that there is a significant difference between the group
means
.
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* Analysis of Question Ten
Question ten asked participants to respond to the
statement that children with special needs benefit
academically from being mainstreamed. The results of
the total sample's response are in Table 18.
Table 18
Special Needs Children Benefit
Academically By Being Mainstreamed
I II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 14.9
Agree 34.9
Neither 31.7
Disagree 13.7
Strongly Disagree 2.8
Column II indicates that 14.9% strongly agree and
34.9% agree. These two figures indicate that 49.8% of the
participants agree with the concept. It also shows that
31.7% of the sample neither agree nor disagree. Those
who disagree are 13.7% and strongly disagree 2.8%.
The mean scores of each of the role groups is presented
in Table 19
.
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. Table 19
Special Needs Children Benefit
Academically By Being Mainstreamed
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.17
.95
Special Ed Teacher 2.18
.93
Regular Ed Teacher 2.64 1.04
Principals 2.56 1.09
Specialist 2.73 1.14
Grand M = 2.49 f = 3.00
SD = 1.04 df = 4,243
P<* 05
Column II demonstrates that parents and special educa-
tion teachers are most in agreement with mean scores of
2.17 and 2.18. Principals are in the middle at 2.56 with
regular teachers and specialists at the 2.64 and 2.73
levels. The mean for the total group is 2.49 which in-
dicates general agreement with the statement.
Analysis of Question Eleven
Question eleven asks participants to respond to the
statement that children in prototypes 1 and 2, regular
class with less than 25% out to a special education class,
benefit more by being mainstreamed than those in proto-
type 3 which is regular class with up to 60% out to a
special education class. The results of the total samples
response is described in Table 20.
Table 20
Children in Prototypes 1 & 2 Receive a Greater Benefit
From Being Mainstreamed Than Children in Prototype 3
I II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 11.6
Agree 33.7
Neither 32.5
Disagree 14.5
Strongly Disagree 1.6
In Column II it can be seen that 11.6% strongly
agree and 33.7% agree. This totals 45.3% of the sample
The neither response was 32.5% while the disagree 14.5%
strongly disagree 1.6% total was 16.1%. Almost one-
half of the sample agree to the statement while a
meaningful percentage 32.5% have no opinion.
The results of the mean response of each of the
role groups is described in Table 21.
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Table 21
Children in Prototypes 1 & 2 Receive a GreaterBenefit From Being Mainstreamed Than Children in
Prototype 3
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.54 1.09
Special Ed Teacher 2.60 1.21
Regular Ed Teacher 2.31 1.02
Principal 2.25 1.29
Specialist 2.63 1.09
Grand M
SD
= 2.43
= 1.10
f = 1.10
df = 4,243
p = n. s
.
Column II exhibits that principals and regular educa-
tion teachers are stronger in their agreement with the
statement than special education teachers and specialists.
The results indicate that there is no significant difference
between the groups. The range of scores is .68 and the
difference in the standard deviation is .27.
Analysis of Question Twelve
Question twelve asks participants to respond to the
statement that regular education teachers are accepting
of the wide range of social behavior exhibited by special
needs children. The results of the total samples response
are listed in Table 22.
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Table 22
Regular Education Teachers Are Accepting
of the Wide Range of Social Behavior
Exhibited by Special Needs Children
Response
II
Percentage
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
1.6
25.3
24.9
36.9
9.2
The results in Column II show that only 1.6% strongly
agree while 25.3% agree. There is 24.9% of the sample who
neither agreed nor disagreed while 36.9% disagreed and 9.2%
strongly disagreed. The total amount of respondents who dis-
agreed is 46.5% as compared to 26.9% who agreed.
Table 23 gives the mean response of each group to the
statement.
Table 23
Regular Education Teachers Are Accepting
of the Wide Range of Social Behavior
Exhibited by Special Needs Children
I II III
Role
.
Mean Standard Deviation
Parent 3.05 1.16
Special Ed Teacher 3.66 .90
Regular Ed Teacher 3.02 1.08
Principal 3.18 .83
Specialist 3.50 1.10
Grand M = 3.22
SD = 1.07
f = 3.92
df = 4,243
P<- 05
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The mean scores were all in the category of "neither
agree nor disagree". in reviewing the scores it can be
seen that the regular education teachers and parents tend
toward the agreeable category at the 3.02 and 3.05 levels
while the specialists and special education teachers lean
toward the disagreeable at 3.50 and 3.66 levels. Prin-
cipals are more toward the agreeable category at 3.18.
The analysis of variance procedure does indicate that
there is a significant difference between the population
means
.
Analysis of Question Thirteen
Question thirteen asks participants to respond to
the statement that regular education teachers are accepting
of the wide range of academic performance exhibited by
special needs children. The total sample's response to
this statement is presented in Table 24.
Table 24
Regular Education Teachers Are Accepting
of the Wide Range of Academic Performance
Exhibited by Special Needs Children
I
Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
II
Percentage
2.4
37.3
24.1
28.1
4.8
In Column II it is seen that there are not many
participants who strongly agree 2.4% but there is a rathe
large number, 37.3%, who agree, for a total of 39.7% with
positive responses. While 28.1% expressed neither agree
not disagree, the total for disagree 28.1% and strongly
disagree 4.8% is 32.9%. Slightly more participants, 39.7%
responded positively than negatively, 32.7%.
The results of the analysis of the mean responses is
presented in Table 25.
Table 25
Regular Education Teachers Are Accepting
of the Wide Range of Academic Performance
Exhibited by Special Needs Children
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parents 3.02 1.22
Special Ed Teacher 3.18 .96
Regular Ed Teacher 2.65 1.09
Principal 2.93 .68
Specialist 3.00 1.17
Grand M =
SD =
2.87
1.09
f = 2.53
df = 4,243
p<.05
The results of this table show that regular teachers
are most agreeable with the statement at the 2.65 level.
Principals are barely agreeable at 2.93 while parents and
specialists are ambivalent at 3.02 and 3.00 respectively.
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Special education teachers are in the neither category at
3.18. They responded the most negatively to the statement
but not to any meaningful degree. The analysis of variance
procedure does indicate that there is a significant differ-
ence among the mean responses of each group. The mean re-
sponse of 2.87 indicates that there is a distinct amount
of ambivalence concerning the regular education teachers
acceptance of a wide range of academic performance.
Analysis of Question Fourteen
Question fourteen asks participants to respond to the
statement that the number of students in regular classes is
appropriate for the mainstreaming of special needs children.
The results for the general sample are presented in Table 26.
Table 26
The Number of Children in Regular Class
is Appropriate For the Mainstreaming of
Special Needs Children
I II
Response Percen
Strongly Agree 3.2
Agree 23.7
Neither 23.3
Disagree 35.7
Strongly Disagree 10.0
Column II shows that a small percentage strongly agree.
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3.2%, while 23.7% agree, for a total of 26.9% of positive
responses. Almost an equal amount 23.3% expressed neither
agree nor disagree. Those who disagreed included 35.7%
while the percentage of strongly disagree was 10.0%,
totaling 45.7% who disagreed. There appears to be a mean-
ingfully larger number of respondents who disagreed with
the statement, 26.9% to 45.7%. The results of the mean
response for each role is presented in Table 27.
Table 27
The Number of Children in Regular Class
is Appropriate For the Mainstreaming of
Special Needs Children
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.94 1.18
Special Ed Teacher 3.16 1.15
Regular Ed Teacher 3.11 1.23
Principal 3.43 1.50
Specialist 3.33 .95
M = 3.14 f = .68
SD = 1.19 df = 4,243
p = n . s .
The mean scores are all in the neither response cate-
gory except for the parents who are close at 2.94. Column
II shows the range of scores to be between 2.94 and 3.43
for a .49 difference. There is no significant difference
at the .05 level. The standard deviations are also very
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close with a difference of .55.
Analysis of Question Fifteen
In question fifteen participants were asked to respond
to the statement that special education teachers do a
satisfactory job of preparing their students for main-
streaming into regular classes. The results of the total
sample's response are described in Table 28.
Table 28
Special Education Teachers Do a Satisfactory Job
of Preparing Their Students For the Mainstream
I II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 14.5
Agree 50.2
Neither 21.3
Disagree 8.8
Strongly Disagree 3.2
The results listed in Column II indicate that there
was significant agreement with the statement. Those with
a positive response included 14.5% agreeing and 50.2%
agreeing. Compared to those who agreed only 8.8% disagreed
and 3.2 strongly disagreed. These results indicate that
a large portion of the sample feel that special education
teachers do satisfactory work in their preparation of stu-
dents for the mainstream. The results of the mean response
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of each group are presented in Table 29.
Table 29
Sp
?
C
i
al Education Teachers Do a Satisfactory Jobof Preparing Their Students For the Mainstream
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 1.80
.67
Special Ed Teacher 2.37
.93
Regular Ed Teacher 2.45 1.04
Principal 2.50 1.09
Specialist 2.13
.89
Grand M = 2.31 f = 3.54
SD = .98 df = 4,243
P < -05
The results of the mean scores indicate that each
group agrees with the statement. Parents are the strong-
est in their agreement. Column II shows that their score
of 1.80 is followed closely by specialists at 2.13.
Regular education teachers and principals, while agreeing
significantly, are less convinced than parents and
specialists. The special education teachers mean of 2.37
is in the middle of the five groups. The analysis of
variance procedure indicates that there is a significant
difference between the mean responses of the groups.
Analysis of Question Sixteen
Question sixteen asks participants to respond to the
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statement that principals are personally supportive of the
mainstreaming effort. The results of the general sample’s
response are shown in Table 30.
Table 30
Principals Are Personally Supportive of
The Mainstreaming Effort
I II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 12.4
Agree 46.2
Neither 30.5
Disagree 6.0
Strongly Disagree 3.2
Column II shows a meaningful positive response with
12.4% in strong agreement and 46.2% in agreement. Column
II also reveals that 30.5% responded neither. The
negative response of 6.0% and 3.2% is small when compared
with the positive response. Most participants either
agreed or appeared uncertain. Table 31 exhibits the
mean response for each of the groups.
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Table 31
Principals Are Personally Supportive of
The Mainstreaming Effort
I II
Role Mean
Parents 2.37
Special Ed Teachers 2.50
Regular Ed Teachers 2.36
Principal 1.87
Specialist 2.46
Grand M = 2.37 f
SD = .93 df
P
III
Standard Deviation
1.00
1.07
. 86
1.02
.82
= 1.44
= 4,243
= n. s
.
Each of the groups was in agreement with the state-
ment. Column II shows that principals expressed the most
agreement at 1.87 with special education teachers at the
other end of the range exhibiting a score of 2.50. Parents,
specialists and regular education teachers were all
clustered close to the 2.50 score. The range of .63 is
small as is the standard deviation of .93. The analysis
of variance procedure indicated that there was not a
significant difference in the mean responses of each
group
.
Analysis of Question Seventeen
Question seventeen asks participants to respond to
the statement that central special education administration
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are personally supportive of the mainstreaming effort.
This group consists of the director of special education,
supervisor of special education and unit leaders. The
results are presented in Table 32.
Table 32
Central Special Education Administration Is
Personally Supportive of Mainstreaming
I
Response
II
Percentage
Strongly Agree 33.1
Agree 41.8
Neither 27.7
Disagree 4.0
Strongly Disagree 2.0
The results as described in Column II reveal that
63.9% of the sample responded positively, with 22.1%
strongly agreeing and 41.8% agreeing. A rather large
number 27.7% answered neither, while only 4.0% disagreed
and 2.0% strongly disagreed. The mean response for each
of the groups is presented in Table 33.
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Table 33
Central Special Education Administration Is
Personally Supportive of Mainstreaming
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.14 1.00
Special Ed Teacher 1.75
.72
Regular Ed Teacher 2.41
.99
Principal 1.56
.62
Specialist 2.13 .81
Grand M = 2.15 f = 6.43
SD = .94 df = 4,243
p <.05
The response of all the groups is in the range of
strongly agree and agree. Column II exhibits that
principals, 1.56, and special education teachers, 1.75,
are most positive. Parents and specialists are in the
middle at 2.13 and 2.14 respectively with regular educa-
tion teachers at the bottom of the scale, 2.41. The
results of the analysis of variance procedure indicate
that there is a significant difference between the mean
responses of the groups.
Analysis of Question Eighteen
Question eighteen asks participants to respond to
the statement that there is adequate time for consulta-
tion between regular and special education teachers who
share a mainstreamed child. The results of the general
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sample's response are shown in Table 34.
Table 34
There is Adequate Consultation Time For
Regular and Special Education Teachers
Who Share a Mainstreamed Child
I II
Response Percent
Strongly Agree 2.8
Agree 16.1
Neither 12.9
Disagree 41.4
Strongly Disagree 25.7
Column II of this table indicates that there is a
rather small percentage who strongly agree 2.8%, and
only 16.1% who agree. Those who responded neither con-
sist of 12.9% while the number who disagree, 41.4%,
and strongly disagree, 25.7%, are much higher. The
number of participants who responded negatively is 67.1%.
The majority reported that they did not feel there was
adequate time for consultation.
The mean responses of each role group are presented
in Table 35.
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Table 35
There is Adequate Consultation Time For
Regular and Special Education Teachers
Who Share a Mainstreamed Child
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.74 1.03
Special Ed Teacher 4.06 .99
Regular Ed Teacher 3.83 1.12
Principal 3.31 1.19
Specialist 3.83 1.01
Grand M = 3.68 f = 9.28
SD = 1.15 df = 4,243
P < -05
The results of this table Column II show the parents
the most agreeable at 2.74. There is a .54 gap between
the parents and the next closest group, the principals
at 3.31. The practitioners, specialists, regular educa-
tion teachers and special education teachers are at 3.83,
3.83 and 4.06, respectively. The results demonstrate
that those who must make mainstreaming function do not
view the time allotted for consultation time as being
adequate. The analysis of variance procedure indicated
a significant degree of difference in the mean responses
between the groups.
Analysis of Question Nineteen
Question nineteen asks participants to respond to the
statement that special education teachers provide helpful
suggestions to regular classroom teachers to assist them
in mainstreaming children -with special needs. The re-
sults are presented in Table 36.
Table 36
Special Education Teachers Provide Helpful Suggestions To
Regular Classroom Teachers to Assist Them in
Mainstreaming Children With Special Needs
I
Response
Strongly Agree
Agree
Neither
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
II
Percentage
11.2
50.6
18.9
10.8
6.4
While only 11.2% strongly agree with this statement
as seen in Column II, 50.6% agree for a positive response
of 61.8%. Those who responded neither consisted of
18.9% while 10.8% and 6.4% strongly disagreed. It is
meaningful that over 60% of the population agreed that
special education teachers do provide helpful suggestions
to their peers in the regular classroom, to assist them
in the mainstreaming process.
The results presented in Table 37 present the
mean responses for each group.
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Table 37
Special Education Teachers Provide Helpful Suggestions ToRegular Classroom Teachers to Assist Them in
Mainstreaming Children With Special Needs
1 II III
—
°^- e Mean Standard Deviation
Parent 2.11
. 90
Special Ed Teacher 2.08
. 82
Regular Ed Teacher 2.67 1.16
Principal 2.43
.96
Specialist 2.60 1.19
Grand M=2.45 f = 3.84
SD = 1.08 df = 4,243
P < .05
Column II shows that special education teachers,
2.08, and parents, 2.11, are most agreeable toward the
statement. Principals are in the middle at 2.43 while
specialists and regular education teachers are at the
bottom with 2.60 and 2.67, respectively. The regular
education teachers who are the recipients of the assistance
have responded with the least amount of enthusiasm. The
analysis of variance procedure demonstrates that there is
a significant difference between the mean responses of
the groups.
Analysis of Question Twenty
Question twenty asked participants to respond to the
statement that children in special education classes are
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not held back from being mainstreamed because of problems
in regular education. The results are presented in
Table 38.
Table 38
Children in Special Classes are not Held BackFrom Being Mainstreamed Because of Problems in
Regular Education
1 II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 3.2
Agree 31.3
Neither 32.5
Disagree 23.3
Strongly Disagree 6.0
The response to this statement is almost evenly
divided among those who agree, answered neither and
disagree. In Column II, 3.2% strongly agree while
31.3% agree for a total of 34.5%. Those with a neither
response equal 32.5% of the population. Those who
disagree are 23.3% with 6.0% strongly disagreeing for
a total of 29.3%. The analysis of the mean response
of each group is presented in Table 39.
Table 39
Children in Special Classes are not Held Back
From Being Mainstreamed Because of Problems in
Regular Education
I
Role
Parent
Special Ed Teacher
Regular Ed Teacher
Principal
Specialist
Grand M = 2.87
SD = 1.09
II
Mean
2.42
3.41
2.74
2.93
303
III
Standard Deviation
1.09
1.31
.94
1.23
.88
f = 5.30
df = 4,243
p < .05
The responses range from the parents who express
agreement at the 2.42 level to special education teachers
who are ambivalent at the 3.41 level. Regular education
teachers responded at 2.74 with principals at 2.93 and
specialists at 3.03. Aside from parents and regular
education teachers who agreed with the statement, princi-
pals, specialists and special education teachers ex-
pressed much ambivalence. The special education teachers
who usually initiate the mainstreaming effort were the
most ambivalent. The results of the analysis of variance
procedure indicate that there is a significant difference
in the mean responses of the groups.
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Analysis of Question Twenty-One
This question asked participants to respond to the
statement that regular education teachers receive adequate
training in the appropriate methods and techniques for
mainstreaming. The results of the total sample's response
are presented in Table 40.
Table 40
Regular Education Teachers Receive Adequate Training
in the Appropriate Methods and Techniques
for Mainstreaming
I II
Response Percen
Strongly Agree 1.2
Agree 6 .
8
Neither 16.9
Disagree 45.0
Strongly Disagree 28.9
The response to this statement is strongly toward the
negative. Column II shows the strongly agree of 1.2% and
agree of 6.8% equalling only 8.0% of the sample. Also,
note that 16.9% expressed a neither response. Those who
disagreed were 45.0% while the strongly disagreed were
28.9% for a total of 73.9% who expressed a negative
opinion. The results demonstrate that the sample does not
feel regular teachers receive adequate training in
appropriate mainstreaming techniques.
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The results of the mean responses of each group are
presented in Table 41.
Table 41
Regular Education Teachers Receive Adequate Trainingthe Appropriate Methods and Techniques
for Mainstreaming
1
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Devi,
Parent 3.20 1.05
Special Ed Teacher 4.04 1.05
Regular Ed Teacher 4.00
.90
Principal 4.06
.85
Specialist 4.13
. 86
Grand M = 3.91
SD = .98
f =
df =
P <
5.93
4,243
.05
It is seen in Column II that the parents \
most positive at 3.20, which is in the neither
category. All of the professional groups expressed a
negative response, and all were extremely closely grouped.
The range of the professionals, Column II, went from
regular education teachers at 4.00 to specialists at 4.13.
It is revealed rather strongly that adequate training is
not provided to regular education teachers to assist them
in the mainstreaming effort. The results of the analysis
of variance procedure indicate that there is a significant
difference between the mean responses of the groups.
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Analysis of Question Twenty-Two
This question asks participants to respond to the
statement that the school adjustment counselor is help-
ful in the mainstreaming process. The results of the
total sample are presented in Table 42.
Table 42
The School Adjustment Counselor is
Helpful in the Mainstreaming Process
I
Response
II
Percentage
Strongly Agree 6.0
Agree 24.5
Neither 29.7
Disagree 22.5
Strongly Disagree 15.7
It is seen in Column II that 6.0% strongly agree and
24.5% agree for a total of 30.5% positive responses. A
large percentage, 29.7, expressed a neither opinion.
There are 22.5% who disagree and 15.7% who strongly dis-
agree. This totals 38.2% who feel negatively toward the
school adjustment counselor's assistance. The results
indicate that there is a fairly even number of respondents
in the three categories of agree 30.5%, neither 29.7%
and disagree 38.2%. The results of the mean response of
each group is presented in Table 43.
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Table 43
The School Adjustment Counselor isHelpful in the Mainstreaming Process
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.42
.85
Special Ed Teacher 3.14 1.18
Regular Ed Teacher 3.46 1.23
Principal 2.81 1.04
Specialist 2.83 1.08
Grand M = 3.13 f = 6.55
SD = 1.19 df = 4,243
p < . 05
The results as shown in Column II denote the parents
2.42 as the most agreeable group, followed by the princi-
pals at 2.81 and specialists at 2.83. The special educa-
tion and regular teachers, with mean scores of 3.14 and
3.46, respectively, are more uncertain when considering
the helpfulness of the school adjustment counselor. The
analysis of variance procedure indicates that there is
significance between the mean scores of each of the groups.
Analysis of Question Twenty-Three
Question twenty-three asks participants to respond to
the statement that children with special needs should "fit"
into the curriculum and achievement levels of a regular
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class so that the teacher does not have to make any
special adaptations. The results of the total sample's
response to the statement are seen in Table 44.
Table 44
Children With Special Needs Should Fit Into TheCurriculum and Achievement Levels of a Regular
Class so That the Teacher Does Not Have to
Make Any Special Adaptations
1 II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 5.2
Agree 18.1
Neither 13.7
Disagree 40.2
Strongly Disagree 21.3
The results in Column II show that 5.2% strongly agree
and 18.1% agree for a positive response of 23.3%. A
rather small amount of 13.7% express neither. Those who
disagree number 40.2% of the sample and the strongly dis-
agree response is 21.3%. The sum of the negative reaction
is 61.5%. The results show that the majority of partici-
pants do not feel special needs children have to fit into
the regular class program. Table 45 presents the data
for the mean responses of each role group.
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Table 45
Children With Special Needs Should Fit Into TheCurriculum and Achievement Levels of a RegularClass so That the Teacher Does Not Have to
Make Any Special Adaptations
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 3.17 1.24
Special Ed Teacher 4.00 1.09
Regular Ed Teacher 3.33 1.16
Principal 3.37 1.58
Specialist 3.86 1.19
Grand M = 3.50
SD = 1.22
f = 4.04
df = 4,243
P < -05
Column II shows that all the mean scores are between
3.17 and 4.00 which is in the neither category. The
parents are the most agreeable with the statement at 3.17
followed by regular teachers, 3.33, and principals, 3.37.
Those least in favor of fitting special needs children
into the regular curriculum are specialists, 3.86, and
special education teachers, 4.00. The analysis of variance
procedure indicates a significant difference between the
mean scores of the groups.
Analysis of Question Twenty-Four
Question twenty-four asks participants to respond to
the statement that school psychologists are helpful in the
mainstreaming process. The results of the total sample's
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response are presented in Table 46.
Table 46
The School Psychologist is Helpful
in the Mainstreaming Process
1 II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 5.2
Agree 27.7
Neither 30 .
5
Disagree 19.7
Strongly Disagree 13.7
Column II shows 5.2% strongly in agreement and 27.7%
in agreement. A significant number 30.5% express a neither
response. Those who disagree are 19.7% while the strongly
disagree group is 13.7%. The totals are almost evenly
divided among agree 35.7%, neither 30.5% and disagree 33.4%.
Each role group mean response is presented in Table 47.
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Table 47
The School Psychologist is Helpful
in the Mainstreaming Process
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.14 .94
Special Ed Teacher 3. 22 1.27
Regular Ed Teacher 3.21 1.22
Principal 2.81 1.22
Specialist 2.93 1.01
Grand M
SD
= 3.00
= 1.22
f = 6.20
df = 4,243
P < -05
Column II shows the parents most agreeable with
of 2.14. Principals and specialists are minimally agree-
able at 2.81 and 2.93, respectively. The regular educa-
tion teachers at 3.21 and special education teachers at
3.22 are in the neither category. The professional staff
does not feel they are experiencing much help from the
psychologists. The analysis of variance procedure does
indicate a significance in the mean responses of the
groups
.
Analysis of Question Twenty-five
Question twenty-five asks participants to respond to
the statement that there is adequate communication between
staff members who participate in the mainstreaming process.
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There are five different staff interactions which the
participants were asked to examine. The results will be
presented in the format of communication one through
communication five.
Communication One : Participants were asked to re-
spond to the statement that there is adequate communication
between the regular education teacher and special education
teacher. The results of the total sample are presented
in Table 48.
Table 48
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Regular and Special Education Teacher
I II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 5.6
Agree 42.6
Neither 15.6
Disagree 28.1
Strongly Disagree 6.8
The results in Column II show that 5.6% of the popula-
tion strongly agree and 42.6% agree. Note that 15.6%
express no opinion while 28.1% disagree and 6.8% strongly
disagree. The totals for these categories are 48.2%
agree, 15.6% neither, and 34.9% disagree. This reveals
that 13.3% more participants agree that there is adequate
communication. Table 49 presents the data when it is
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broken down by mean response for each role.
Table 49
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Regular and Special Education Teacher
1 II III
Mean Standard Deviation
Parent 2.51 1.03
Special Ed Teacher 2.75 1.06
Regular Ed Teacher 2.93 1.21
Principal 2.75 .93
Specialist 3.06 1.11
Grand M = 2.84 f = 1.31
SD = 1.13 df = 4,243
p = n. s
.
The parents have a mean of 2.51 while specialists are
at 3.06, Column II. The other three groups are spread
between these high and low scores. The analysis of
variance indicates that no significant difference was
found between the mean scores.
Communication Two : Participants were asked to respond
to the statement that there is adequate communication be-
tween the principal and both regular and special education
teachers. The results of the general sample's response is
shown in Table 50.
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Table 50
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Principal and Teachers
(Regular and Special Education)
1 11
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 5.2
Agree 35.3
Neither 31.7
Disagree 21.7
Strongly Disagree 4.4
Column II shows that 5.2% strongly agree while 35.3%
agree. Those who responded neither equal 31.7%. it is
also shown that 21.7% disagree and 4.4% strongly disagree.
The agree, neither, and disagree responses are fairly
evenly distributed with 40.5% in agreement, 31.7% neither,
and 26.1% in disagreement. Table 51 presents the mean
responses for each role group.
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Table 51
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Principal and Teachers
(Regular and Special Education)
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.62 1.03
Special Ed Teacher 2.68 1.13
Regular Ed Teacher 2.91
.97
Principal 2.31
.94
Specialist 3.06
.94
Grand M
SD
= 2.81
= 1.01
f = 2.24
df = 4,243
p = n . s .
The analysis of variance shows that there is no
significance between the group means.
Communication Three : Participants were asked to re-
spond to the statement that there is adequate communica-
tion between the parents and teachers, regular and
special education. The results of the general sample's
response to this question is presented in Table 52.
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Table 52
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Parents and Teachers
(Regular and Special Education)
1 II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 4.0
Agree 32.1
Neither 32.5
Disagree 22.1
Strongly Disagree 7.2
The results in Column II show that 4.0% strongly
agree and 32.1% agree, for a total of 36.1% positive
responses. Those who replied with neither were 32.5%.
The number who disagree was 22.1% and strongly disagreed
7.2%, for a total of 29.3% negative responses. The
percentage of agree, neither, disagree responses were
36.1%, 32.5% and 29.3%, respectively. This is a
reasonably even distribution. Table 53 presents the
results of the mean response of each group.
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Table 53
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Parents and Teachers
(Regular and Special Education)
I
Role
II
Mean
Ill
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.11
.79
Special Ed Teacher 2.50
.94
Regular Ed Teacher 3.31
.99
Principal 2.87 1.02
Specialist 2.96 1.09
Grand M = 2.91 f = 12.96
SD = 1.06 df = 4,243
p < . 05
The results in Column II ;Indicate that parents were the
most agreeable at 2.11 level
.
The special education
teachers were also agreeable but at a lower level, 2.50.
The principals and specialists were farther down the scale
at 2.87 and 2.96, respectively. The regular education
teachers were in the neither category at the 3.31 level.
Analysis of variance indicates that there is significance
between the group means.
Communication Four : Participants were asked to re-
spond to the statement that there is adequate communica-
tion between the school adjustment counselor and the
regular and special education teachers. The results
of the general sample's response to this statement are
presented in Table 54.
Table 54
There is Adequate Communication Between theSchool Adjustment Counselor andRegular and Special Education Teacher
1 II
Response Percentage
Strongly Agree 2.0
Agree 24.9
Neither 32 . 9
Disagree 27.7
Strongly Disagree 9.2
It can be seen in Column II that only 2.0% strongly
agree while 24.9% agree. Those with a neither response
were 32.9%. Participants who disagreed were 27.7% while
those who strongly disagreed were 9.2%. The combined
totals were 26.9% positive responses, 32.9% neither, and
36.9% negative response. The results of the mean scores
for each group are presented in Table 55.
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Table 55
There is Adequate Communication Between the
School Adjustment Counselor and
Regular and Special Education Teacher
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.51
.88
Special Ed Teacher 3.10 1.13
Regular Ed Teacher 3.35 1.03
Principal 2.75 1.29
Specialist 2.86 1.19
Grand M=3.08 f-5.01
SD = 1.10 df = 4,243
p < .05
Column II contains the results of the mean scores.
It is seen that the parents are most agreeable at the
2.51 level. Principals and specialists are closely group-
ed at the 2.75 and 2.86 levels. The special education
teachers are at 3.10 and the regular education teachers
are at 3.35. Analysis of variance indicates that there
is significance between the mean scores.
Communication Five : Participants were asked to
respond to the statement that there is adequate communica-
tion between psychologists and regular and special educa-
tion teachers. The results of the general sample's re-
sponse are presented in Table 56.
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Table 56
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Psychologist and Regular and
Special Education Teachers
I
Response Percentage
II
Strongly Agree 3.6
Agree 20.1
Neither 33.3
Disagree 30.1
Strongly Disagree 11.2
The results in Column II show that 3.6% strongly
agree while 20.1% agree. The neither respondents were
33.3%. Those who disagreed were 30.1% while those who
strongly disagreed were 11.2%. The response totals were
23.7% positive
,
33.3% neither, and 41.3% negative. The
mean scores of each group are presented in Table 57.
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Table 57
There is Adequate Communication Between the
Psychologist and Regular and
Special Education Teachers
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent
.2.60
.84
Special Ed Teacher 3.49 1.09
Regular Ed Teacher 3.38 1.03
Principal 3.00 1.46
Specialist 3.00
.98
Grand M = 3.21 f = 4.94
SD = 1.08 df = 4,243
p < .05
The results in Column II show the parents with a mean
response of 2.60. The principals and specialists are next
with a score of 3.00. The regular education teachers are
at 3.38 and the special education teachers at 3.49. The
majority of responses are between 3.00 and 3.49 which is
in the neither category. Analysis of variance indicates
a significant difference between the group mean.
Analysis of Question Twenty-six
Question twenty-six asked participants to rate the
quality of the general special education services that
children receive from the Pittsfield School System.
Participants were asked to check a scale which included
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the ratings of excellent, good, satisfactory, fair, and
poor. Table 58 presents the general sample's response
to the question.
Table 58
The Quality of General Special
Education Services Children Receive From the
Pittsfield School System
I
Response
II
Percentage
Excellent 28.9
Good 39.0
Satisfactory 21.7
Fair 6.8
Poor 2.4
In Column II, it is seen that 28.9% of the sample
felt the services were excellent and 39.0% good. The
satisfactory consisted of 21.7%, fair 6.8%, and poor
2.4%. The combined total of excellent and good ratings
is 67.9%. A large percentage of the sample felt the
services were good to excellent. Table 59 presents the
mean response of each group.
116
Table 59
The Quality of General Special
Education Services Children Receive From the
Pittsfield School System
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 1.82
.70
Special Ed Teacher 1.79
.84
Regular Ed Teacher 2.40 1.09
Principal 1.62
.71
Specialist 2.13 1.08
Grand M = 2.12 f - 5.69
SD = 1.01 df = 4*243
p< .05
Column II shows that all groups felt the services
were good to excellent. The principals were the most
positive with a rating of 1.62, followed by special educa-
tion teachers 1.79, parents 1.82, specialists 2.13, and
regular education teachers 2.40. Analysis of variance
showed a significant different between the means.
Analysis of Question Twenty-seven
In question twenty-seven, the participants were given
a list of six steps which could be taken to improve the
mainstreaming process. They were asked to place a #1
next to the item which they felt would be most effective
in improving mainstreaming and continue numbering through
#6 which would be the step with least impact on the main-
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streaming process. The results will be presented in the
format of improvement one through improvement six.
Improvement One: This step was to increase the
amount of consultation time between regular and special
education teachers. The results of the general sample's
response are presented in Table 60.
Table 60
Increase the Amount of Consultation Time
Between Regular and Special Education Teachers
Ranking
II
Percentage
1
2
3
4
5
6
19.9
23.9
21.9
20.7
9.4
4.2
Column II shows that 19.9% rated the step #1 while
23.9% rated it #2, and 21.9% rated it #3. The total for
the first three numbers is 65.7%. Those who rated the
step #4, #5, and #6 had scores of 20.7%, 9.4%, and 4.2%,
respectively. The total for the last three numbers is
34.3%. Table 61 presents the mean rating for each
group
.
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Table 61
Increase the Amount of Consultation Timetween Regular and Special Education Teachers
X
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard
Parent 3.28 1.82
Special Ed Teacher 2.83 1.41
Regular Ed Teacher 2.46 1.44
Principal 3.00 1.31
Specialist 2.39 1.42
Grand M = 2.66
SD = 1.51
f = 2.79
df = 4,243
p < .05
The results in Column II show that all groups rated
improvement one in the top three. Specialists gave it
the highest rating at 2.39, followed by regular education
teachers 2.46, special education teachers 2.83, principals
3.00, and parents 3.28. Analysis of variance showed a
® fican
t
difference between the means.
Improvement Two ; This step was to arrange the enroll-
ment in regular classes so that it is lower. The results
of the general sample's response are presented in Table 62.
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Table 62
Lower the Enrollment in Regular Classes
I
Ranking
II
Percentage
1 16.7
2 17.8
3 16.7
4 16.7
5 19.9
6 12.2
Column II shows that 16.7% ranked this step #1,
while 17.8% ranked it #2, and 16.7% ranked it #3. The
total of the first three positions is 51.2%. Those
who ranked the step #4, #5, and #6 had scores of 16.7%,
19.9%, and 12.2%, respectively. The total for the last
three positions is 48.8%. Table 63 presents the mean
rating for each group.
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Table 63
Lower the Enrollment in Regular Classes
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 3.88 2.05
Special Ed Teacher 4.10 1.65
Regular Ed Teacher 2.59 1.56
Principal 2.93 1.84
Specialist 3.56 1.75
Grand M = 3.20 f = 9 .02
SD = 1. 80 df = 4,243
p < .05
Column II shows that teachers ranked the step
highest at 2.59 followed by principals at 2.93. Special-
ists, parents, and special education teachers ranked the
step lower at 3.56, 3.88, and 4.10, respectively. Analysis
of variance did indicate a significant difference between
the various group mean.
Improvement Three : This step was to provide aides
for regular classroom teachers who have special needs
children in their classes. The results of the general
sample's responses are presented in Table 64.
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Table 64
T TK
Pr
^
Vlde Aldes for Regular Classroom TeachersWho Have Special Needs Children in Their Classes
1
Ranking
1
2
3
4
5
6
II
Percentage
12.2
20.3
19.5
20.3
15.9
11.8
Column II shows that 12.2% ranked this step #1, while
20.3% ranked it #2, and 19.5% ranked it #3. The total
for the first three positions is 52.0%. Those who
ranked the steps #4, #5, and #6 had scores of 20.3%,
15.9%, and 11.8%, respectively. The total for the last
th^se positions is 48.0%. Table 65 presents the results
of each group's mean score.
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Table 65
Provide Aides for Regular Cla
Who Have Special Needs Children
ssroom Teachers
in Their Classes
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 3.05 1.71
Special Ed Teacher 3.70 1.52
Regular Ed Teacher 2.85 1.69
Principal 3.18 1.68
Specialist 3.16 1.91
Grand M = 3.10
SD = 1.70
f
df
P
= 2.18
= 4,243
= n. s
.
The analysis of variance showed that there was not
a significant difference between the group’s mean scores.
Improvement Four : This step was to provide better
training for classroom teachers in appropriate teaching
techniques which are effective with special needs
children. The results of the general sample's response
to this step are presented in Table 66.
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Table 66
Provide Better Training for Classroom Teachers
1
Ranking
1
2
3
4
5
6
II
Percentage
33.7
24.7
18.7
15.3
6.2
1.4
Column II contains the results. Those who ranked
the step #1 were 33.7%, while those who ranked it second
were 24.7%, and third 18.7%. The total of the first
three positions is 77.1%. The results for positions
#4, #5, and #6 were 15.3%, 6.2%, and 1.4%, respectively.
The total for the last three positions is 22.9%. The
results of each group's mean scores are presented in
Table 67.
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Table 67
Provide Better Training for Classroom Teachers
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.08 1.19
Special Ed Teacher 2.14 1.28
Regular Ed Teacher 2.36 1.42
Principal 2.25 1.43
Specialist 1.90 1.32
Grand M=2.22 f = .99
SD = 1.35 df = 4,243
p = n . s .
The analysis of variance showed that there was not
a significant difference between the mean scores of each
group.
Improvement Five : This step was to exert less
pressure on regular classroom teachers to have students
perform at increasingly higher levels of achievement.
The results of the general sample's response is presented
in Table 68 .
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Table 68
Exert Less Pressure on Classroom Teachersto Have Students Perform atIncreasingly Higher Levels of Achievement
1
.
II
Ranking Percentage
3.2
7.6
9.8
13.9
24.7
40.8
The results in Column II show that 3.2% rated the
step #1, while 7.6% rated it #2, and 9.8% rated it #3.
The total for the first three positions is 20.8%. The
percentage responses for positions #4, #5, and #6 were
13.9%/ 24.7% and 40.8%, respectively. The total for
the last three positions is 79.4%. The results of the
mean response of each group is presented in Table 69.
1
2
3
4
5
6
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Table 69
Exert Less Pressure on Classroom Teachers
to Have Students Perform at
Increasingly Higher Levels of Achievement
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 4.14 1.91
Special Ed Teacher 4.37 1.57
Regular Ed Teacher 4.63 1.78
Principal 4.37 1.85
Specialist 4.43 2.23
Grand M = 4.47
SD = 1.82
f = .57
df - 4,243
p = n. s
.
Analysis of variance indicated that there was not
a significant difference between the mean scores of the
various groups.
Improvement Six : This step was to have the school
system adopt a philosophy which emphasizes and encourages
the appropriateness of mainstreaming. The results of the
general sample's response are presented in Table 70.
127
Table 70
School System Adopt a Philosophy Which Employs theAppropriateness of Mainstreaming
1
.
II
Ranking Percentage
1 20.3
2 9.2
3 12.3
4 9.7
5 20.3
6 28.3
The results in Column II show that 20.3% ranked the
step number one, while 9.2% rated it two; and 12.3%
rated it three. The total for the first three steps is
41.8%. The scores for positions four, five, and six
were 9.7%, 20.3%, and 28.2%, respectively. The total
for these last three positions is 58.2%. The results
of the mean scores of each group is presented in
Table 71.
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Table 71
School System Adopt a Philosophy Which Employs the
Appropriateness of Mainstreaming
I
Role
II
Mean
III
Standard Deviation
Parent 2.60 1.91
Special Ed Teacher 3.20 2.05
Regular Ed Teacher 4.21 2.03
Principal 3.93 2.35
Specialist 2.83 1.83
Grand M
SD
= 3.60
= 2.10
f = 6.50
df = 4,243
p < .05
Column II shows that parents were most in favor
this step with a score of 2.60 and were followed by
specialists at 2.83. The special education teachers
were at 3.20, followed by principals at 3.93. Regular
education teachers were the lowest at 4.21. Analysis
of variance indicated a significant difference between
the mean scores of the groups.
Analysis of Question Twenty-eight
This question gave participants the opportunity to
offer their own suggestions by listing the three most
important steps the school system could take to improve
the process of mainstreaming. Participants were given
a blank space on the questionnaire with only the number
1, 2, and 3 listed. They were asked to write their
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suggestions beside the numbers. The suggestions will be
presented according to the number beside which they were
listed. The suggestions were reviewed and categorized by
the investigator. The data is presented in Table 72.
Table 72
Steps to Improve Mainstreaming
I
Steps
II
Percent-
age #1
III
Percent-
age #2
IV
Percent-
age #3
Hire nore aides 4.2% 7.0% 5.4%
Place special needs children in regular
classes only when they can do the work 7.0% 4.2% 5.0%
Hire more resource teachers 3.2% 1.4% .0%
Provide for better communication and
consultation between regular and special
education teachers 12.6% 14.7% 13.9%
Sensitize regular education teachers to
the needs and behaviors of special educa-
tion children 3.4% 1.8% 3.0%
Choose specific regular education teachers
who are most willing to mainstream 1.8% 1.2% .0%
Provide better training for regular educa-
tion teachers in mainstreaming techniques 25.1% 12.6% 7.4%
The school system should develop a philos-
ophy which emphasizes the appropriateness
of mainstreaming 6.7% 3.0% 5.4%
Lower the enrollment in regular classes 7.4% 7.8% 4.6%
Provide appropriate materials 1.8% 3.8% 4.4%
Provide adequate time for consultation 4.6% 10.7% 7.0%
Classroom teachers should participate in
writing the I.E.P. 2.2% 3.1% .5%
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Table 72 (continued)
Steps to Irrprove Mainstreaming
I
Steps
II
Percent-
age #1
III
Percent-
age #2
IV
Percent-
age #3
Place more enphasis on individualization
instruction 2.6% 2.2% 3.1%
Develop a less comprehensive definition
of a child in need of special education
.8% .0% .0%
Allcw regular teachers the time to visit
special education classes 2.6%
.6% 1.1%
Provide financial incentive to regular
education teachers to mainstream 1.9% .0% .0%
No response 12.1% 25.9% 39.2%
Column II shows the results listed under number one.
The largest percentage of participants, 25.1%, felt that
better training in mainstreaming techniques was the most
important step. The next highest percentage, 12.6%, listed
better communication and consultation between regular and
special education teachers. The third highest percentage,
7.4%, was to lower the enrollment in regular classes. This
was followed by the step to place special needs children in
regular classes only when they can do the work, 7.0%.
Column III exhibits the results listed under number two.
It shows that the largest number of participants, 14.7%,
felt that it was necessary to provide for better communication
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and consultation among regular and special education
teachers. The next highest percentage, 12.6%, listed
better training in mainstreaming techniques for regular
education teachers. This was followed by, provide more
time for consultation, 10.7%; lower the enrollment in
regular classes, 7.4%; and hire more aides, 7.0%.
Column IV shows the results listed under number three.
The largest percentage of participants, 13.9%, listed
provide for better communication and consultation among
regular and special education teachers. This was followed
by the suggestion to provide better training for regular
education teachers in mainstreaming techniques, 7.4%,
and provide adequate time for consultation, 7.0%. The
next most frequently listed step was to hire more aides,
5.4%, and was followed by the suggestion to place special
needs children in regular classes only when they can do the
work, 4.0%.
The two steps which were listed most frequently by
participants in each of the three numbers were to provide
better training for regular education teachers in main-
streaming techniques and to provide for better communica-
tion and consultation between regular and special education
teachers
.
Analysis of Question Twenty-nine
Question twenty-nine asked participants to state briefly
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how each of the following support personnel could be of
better assistance to regular teachers who must teach
mainstreamed children. The support personnel include
the school adjustment counselor, resource teacher, school
psychologist, and speech pathologist. The responses of
the general population will be presented in the following
tables. All suggestions were reviewed and categorized by
the investigator. Table 73 lists the suggestions made
for the school adjustment counselor.
Table 73
School Adjustment Counselor
I II
Suggestions Percentage
Help parents to better understand child 5.8%
Help teachers to better understand child and family 28.7%
Counsel children who are in need 6.6%
Have better knowledge of special education children 3.0%
Spend more time in the schools 4.6%
Maintain better lines of communication with parents,
teachers, and administrators 17.5%
Provide group counseling for children and parents 2.3%
No response 31 . 5%
Column II shows the percentage of response. It is
seen that the most frequently mentioned suggestion, 28.7%,
was to help teachers to better understand the child and
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and family. This was followed by the suggestion to main-
tain better communication with parents, teachers, and
administrators, 14.5%. Table 74 presents the general
sample's responses for the resource teacher.
Table 74
Resource Teacher
Suggestions
II
Percentage
Assist other special education teachers
Help regular teachers to be more effective with special
needs child
Give suggestions as to hew child learns best
Provide the work to be done in regular class
Provide more time for consultation
Have more effective ccsmiunication with regular teachers
Provide appropriate materials for regular teachers
No response
1.4%
2J.5%
7.8%
6 . 8%
9.4%
17.2%
8.7%
25.2%
Column II exhibits the percentages for each response.
It is seen that the most frequently mentioned suggestion,
23.5%, was to help regular teachers to be more effective
with special needs children. The next highest percentage
suggestion, 17.2%, was to have more effective communication
with regular teachers. This was followed by the suggestion
to provide appropriate materials for regular teachers, 8.7%.
Table 75 presents the general sample's responses for the
school psychologist.
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Table 75
School Psychologist
Suggestions II
Percentage
Give teacher more helpful information concerning child's
problem
Tell why special needs children behave as they do
Suggest appropriate teaching methods
Assist teacher to be more accepting of special needs
Provide more direct service to children
Spend more time in the schools
Teach behavior management techniques
Have better cornnunication with parents, teachers, and
administration
Provide reports which have better diagnosis and suggestions
for helping children
No response
17.5%
6.7%
7.0%
3.4%
4.5%
3.3%
5.0%
16.5%
7.4%
28.6%
The results in Column II show the percentage of response
to each suggestion. The most frequently mentioned idea,
17.5%, was to give teachers more helpful information con-
cerning the child's problem. The second most frequently
mentioned suggestion, 16.5%, was to have better communica-
tion with parents, teachers, and administrators. This was
followed by better diagnostic reports, 7.4%, and suggest
appropriate teaching methods, 7.1%.
Table 76 provides the total sample's suggestions for
the speech pathologist.
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Table 76
Speech Pathologist
I
Suggestions
Regularly inform parents of child's progress
Help teachers to have a better understanding of speech
problems
Provide teachers with more feedback on student progress
Educate classroom teachers to assist speech disabled
children
Provide better speech therapy
Establish better coninunication with the teachers
No response
II
Percentage
2.4%
12.4%
3.1%
27.9%
5.0%
15.9%
33.3%
Column II shows that the largest percentage of partici-
pants, 27.9%, listed the education of regular classroom
teachers to assist speech disabled children within the class-
room. This suggestion was followed by establish better
communication with the teachers, 15.9%, and help teachers to
have a better understanding of speech problems, 12.4%. Each
of these suggestions is related to assisting classroom
teachers in their efforts to become more knowledgeable in
speech and language development.
Analysis of Question Thirty
Question thirty asks participants to list the three
most important steps the school system could take to improve
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the teacher training program relative to mainstreaming.
Participants were given a blank space on the questionnaire
with only the numbers 1, 2, and 3 listed. They were asked
to write their suggestions beside the numbers. The
suggestions will be presented according to the number beside
which they were listed. The investigator reviewed and
categorized the suggestions. The data is presented in
Table 77.
Table 77
Steps for Improving the Teacher Training Program
Relative to Mainstreaming
I
Steps
II
Percent-
age #1
III
Percent-
age #2
IV
Percent-
age #3
Allow parents to help in the classroom 1.3
Help parents to understand diagnostic
testing of their child's performance 0
Train the parents to help their child 0
Provide in-service workshops to classroom
teachers on the purpose of mainstreaming
and the basic instructional techniques
necessary for its success 28.3
Provide more training for regular educa-
tion teachers in all areas of rainstream-
ing 0
Lcwer the enrollment in regular education
classes 0
Be selective in choosing the child to
be mainstreamed • .8
Train the principals 0
0
0
0
10.8
1.6
.2
0
.8
1.2
4.4
.8
1.6
.4
1.2
137
Table 77 (continued)
Steps for Improving the Teacher Training Program
Relative to Mainstreaming
I
Steps
II
Percent-
age #1
III
Percent-
age #2
IV
Percent
age #3
Help teachers to teach to the specific
goals and objectives listed in the
I.E.P. 1.2 1.4 0
Train teachers to involve the parents 0 0
.4
Choose teachers who are effective at
mainstreaming 1.3 0
.8
Sensitize teachers to the needs of
special education children 3.1 2.1 1.6'
Provide for better connonication on
student progress between the regular
and special education teacher 3.9 6.5 8.4
Pay teachers to take courses 0 1.8 .8
Have teachers visit classes and
exchange ideas 7.1 9.6 5.2
Develop a more flexible curriculum
in regular education 1.8 2.3 0
Enphasi ze the individualization of
instruction 3.1 2.4 2.8
Sensitize normal students to the
problems and needs of being special 0 1.1 .8
Provide more aides 0 1.6 1.6
Provide released time workshops during
the workday; not after school 4.3 4.7 3.2
Vary the types of inservice offered;
lectures, discussion, case study 1.1 0 2.0
Special education teachers should be
taught hew to help regular education
teachers 0 1.2 1.6
138
Table 77 (continued)
Steps for Improving the Teacher Training Program
Relative to Mainstreaming
I
Steps
II
Percent
age #1
III
Percent-
age #2
IV
Percent-
age #3
Teach how to effectively instruct
children with behavioral problems 0 1.5
.4
Make attendance mandatory at
inservice workshops 2.1 0
.8
Have speakers with an established and
recognized reputation 1.8 1.9
.4
Provide teachers with credits for
participation in the inservice
program 2.3
.9
.8
No response 23.0 45.2 54.2
In reviewing the data presented in Columns II, III, and
XV, the suggestions which received the highest percentages
are readily seen. The suggestion to provide in-service
workshops to classroom teachers on the purpose of main-
streaming and the basic instructional techniques necessary
for its success was the most frequent response. It was
followed by the suggestion to have teachers visit classes
and exchange ideas. The third most frequent response was
to provide for better communication on student progress
between the regular and special education teachers and
was followed by the suggestion to provide released time
workshops during the day and not after school hours. The
next three most frequent responses were to emphasize the
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individualization of instruction, to sensitize teachers
to the needs of special education children, and to provide
more appropriate materials for mainstreaming.
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION OF MAJOR RESEARCH QUESTIONS,
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
INTRODUCTION
The intent of the final chapter of this dissertation
is to present the major research questions, conclusions,
and recommendations of the study. Also included for the
reader's convenience is a brief summary of the purpose
of the study, the sample, the instrument, the procedure
used to collect data and the major research questions.
Summary
Purpose of the Study
. The purpose of the study was to
measure the attitudes and understanding of staff and
parents in the Pittsfield School System relative to main-
streaming. Although mandated by state and federal courts,
the mainstreaming process is unique to the professionals
responsible for its implementation and there have been
many questions concerning its effectiveness. This in-
vestigator desired to gain greater knowledge of the state
of the art in one school system. Such information would
then be used to design appropriate system-wide implementa-
tion procedures and in-service training programs.
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Sam£le. The sample consisted of staff and parents in the
Pittsfield School System. The various staff members in-
cluded regular education teachers, special education
teachers, principals and specialists. The specialists
were categorized according to the service they provide
and included speech pathologists, school adjustment
counselors, and school psychologists. The parents were
those of children who receive special education services
the school system. Each of the individual groups
chosen performed a particular role in the mainstreaming
procedure
.
Instrument . The instrument was a thirty item questionnaire
developed by the investigator. It was composed of ques-
tions designed to elicit the participants' attitude toward
mainstreaming and their knowledge of it. Questions cen-
tered around the participants' feeling toward mainstreaming,
their own involvement as a parent, teacher, specialist or
administrator, and how they felt about each other's role
in the process. They were also given the opportunity to
provide suggestions on how to improve mainstreaming within
the school system.
Procedure. The instrument, after design and approval, was
subjected to a field test. Suggested revisions were made
and the questionnaire was then sent to the study popula-
tion with an introductory cover letter. Staff partici-
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pants were asked to return the questionnaire to their
supervisor within seven days of receiving it. Parents
were asked to return the questionnaire to the investiga-
tor in an enclosed self-addressed envelope. At the end
of two weeks
,
a follow-up letter was sent out to those
staff participants who failed to respond to the initial
request and to all the parents. The completed question-
naires were coded and the SPSS computer package was
utilized to analyze the results.
Major Research Questions
. The major questions addressed
by the study are:
1. To what degree do teachers, principals, and
parents agree to the concept of mainstreaming?
2. In the opinion of teachers, principals, and
parents, is the Pittsfield School System
mainstreaming all the students who are
capable of benefiting from the experience?
3. In the opinion of teachers, parents, students,
and administrators, are the children who are
being mainstreamed benefiting from the pro-
cess, socially, academically, or both?
4. How do parents, teachers, and administrators
perceive the role of support personnel including
the resource teacher, speech pathologist, school
psychologist, school adjustment counselor, and
principal, in the mainstreaming process?
143
5. What steps must be taken by the Pittsfield School
System in order to improve the mainstreaming
process?
Major Research Questions
This section of the chapter will focus on the major
research questions. The material will be presented in the
rank order of the questions, numbers one through five.
Question One : In this question the investigator attempted
to determine the degree to which parents, teachers, and
principals agree with the concept of mainstreaming. Item
eight in the questionnaire asked participants the extent
to which they were in favor of mainstreaming. The percent-
age of positive responses was quite meaningful. The re-
sponse showed that 71.1% of the sample were in favor of
mainstreaming, 22.9% strongly agreed, while 48.2% agreed.
The neither response was 15.3%, the negative response was
12.8%, with 10% disagreeing and 2.8% strongly disagreeing.
In reviewing the groups' means it is seen that parents
are the most positive, followed by special education
teachers, principals, specialists, and regular education
teachers. The large percentage of positive responses,
71.1%, is encouraging. It shows that most parents and
staff are in favor of mainstreaming. Hopefully that
positive feeling can be converted into a meaningful
effort to mainstream.
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Question Two; in this question, the investigator is
attempting to determine whether the Pittsfield staff
perceives that they are mainstreaming all the special
needs children who are capable of benefiting from the
process, socially and academically. There is one item
in the questionnaire which addresses the issue directly
and several which are less direct. The investigator
wi-1.1 present the results of both. Item twenty states
that children in special classes are not held back from
being mainstreamed because of problems in regular educa-
tion. The responses were fairly evenly distributed which
makes it difficult to make a definitive conclusion. Those
who agreed were 34.5% of the sample, while 32.5% answered
neither agree nor disagree, and 29.3% disagreed. It is
interesting that in the analysis of the mean response of
each group, parents were at 2.42, regular education teachers
were 2.74, principals 2.93, specialists 3.03, and special
education teachers were 3.41. A response of 2.0 is agree,,
while 3.0 is neither. Regular education staff who must
accept the students minimally agreed with the statement.
Special education teachers who initiate mainstreaming were
more negative. While no conclusion can be made there
seems to be a feeling that problems in regular education
do impact on the ability to mainstream.
Item twenty-three states that children with special
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needs should fit into the curriculum and achievement
levels of a regular class so that the teachers do not
have to make any special adaptations. The participants
were strongly against this statement. In the sample,
23.3% agreed, 13.7% responses neither, and 61.5% disagreed.
Philosophically, all agreed that special needs children
do not have to "fit" into a regular class.
Item twelve states that regular education teachers
are accepting of the wide range of social behavior ex-
hibited by special needs children. The response was
toward the negative with 26.9% in agreement, 24.9% neither,
and 46.5% in disagreement. Twenty percent more of the
Participants feel that regular teachers are not accepting
of the wide range of social behavior of special needs
children. In reviewing the mean scores of each role group
regular education teachers were more apt to view themselves
as being accepting and special education teachers were the
least apt to view them in such a manner. The mean responses
were regular education teachers 3.02, parents 3.05, princi-
pal 3.18, specialist 3.50, and special education teacher
3.66.
Item thirteen states that regular education teachers
are accepting of the wide range of academic performance
exhibited by special needs children. Those who agreed
with the statement were 39.7% of the sample, 24.1% re-
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sponded neither, and
distributed than the
32.7% disagreed. This was more evenly
social differences with 7% more partici-
pants agreeing that regular education teachers are accept
mg of academic differences. Regular education teachers
and principals were most apt to view themselves as accept
ing and special education teachers least apt to agree.
Item fourteen stated that the number of children in
regular classes is appropriate for the mainstreaming of
special needs children. In the sample 45.7% disagreed
while 26.9% agreed, with 23.3% responding neither. Almost
20% more of the sample felt that regular class size was
inappropriate
.
Item fifteen stated that special education teachers
do a satisfactory job of preparing their students for the
mainstream. A large portion, 64.7% agreed with the state-
ment while 12% disagreed and 21.3% responded neither.
Over 40% more participants were in agreement which appears
to be enough evidence to conclude that special education
teachers are doing a satisfactory job of preparing their
students for the mainstream. While all groups agreed,
parents were most positive at 1.80 and principals least
positive at 2.50. The special education teachers were in
the middle at 2.37.
•Item sixteen states that principals are personally
supportive of mainstreaming. Those who responded positively
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included 58.6% of the population while 8.2% were negative
and 30.5% neither. Over 50% more of the sample were posi-
tive to the statement indicating that most participants
feel principals are supportive of mainstreaming.
Item seventeen states that the central special educa-
tion administration, director, supervisor and unit leaders
are personally supportive of the mainstreaming effort.
These results were that 63.9% responded positively, 27.7%
neither and 6% negative. Over 56% more of the sample were
positive in their feeling that central special education
staff are personally supportive of mainstreaming.
To summarize, it is difficult to make a definite con-
clusion, based on the data, that Pittsfield is mainstream-
ing all the students who are capable of benefiting from
the experience. The response was evenly divided when
participants were asked whether problems in regular educa-
tion affected mainstreaming. However, all participants
agreed that special needs children shouldn't have to "fit"
into the regular curriculum. Regular education teachers
were viewed as accepting of a wide range of academic per-
formance but not as accepting of a wide range of social
behavior. Enrollment in regular class was not seen as
appropriate. Principals and special education administra-
tors were both seen as supportive. Special education
teachers prepared the students satisfactorily for main-
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streaming. Generally, there seemed to be more support
for the concepts of mainstreaming than the actual practice.
Question three : This question deals with the issue of
whether children who are mainstreamed benefit from the
process. There are several items in the questionnaire
which deal directly with the question and a few which are
indirectly related. The investigator will review the re-
sults of both.
Item nine is a statement that children with special
needs benefit socially by being mainstreamed. A large
percentage of the sample 79.5% agree with the statement.
Of that number 28.9% strongly agree and 50.6% agree. Those
with a neither opinion were 14.1%, while 4.4% disagreed
and 1.2% strongly disagreed. It is clear that the sample
population feels special needs children benefit socially
from mainstreaming.
Item ten is a statement that children with special
needs benefit academically by being mainstreamed. The
results are that 14.9% strongly agree and 34.9% agree for
a total positive response of 49.8%. The neither response
is 31.7% with 13.7% in disagreement and 2.8% in strong
disagreement. Amost one-half the sample feel that
children benefit academically from mainstreaming. Those
most in favor were parents, followed by special education
teachers, principals, regular education teachers and
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specialists
.
Item eleven states that children in prototypes 1 and
2, less than 25% out of regular class, benefit more by
being mainstreamed than those in prototypes 3, which is
60% out of regular class. The sample responded with
45.3% in agreement, 32.5 neither, and 16.1% in disagree-
ment. This is a favorable response but not as great as
in the previous two items, which deal directly with
academic and social benefits.
Item eighteen dealt with consultation. The state-
ment is, there is adequate time for consultation between
regular and special education teachers who share a main-
streamed child. The response was strongly negative.
Those who disagreed were 41.4% of the sample with 25.7%
in strong disagreement for a total of 67.1%. Only 12.9%
responded neither, while 2.8% strongly agreed and 16.1%
agreed. Special and regular education teachers and
specialists were the strongest in their disagreement. It
is obvious that the practitioners do not feel there is
adequate consultation time.
Item nineteen states that special education teachers
provide helpful suggestions to regular teachers to assist
them in the mainstreaming process. There was a positive
response with 11.2% in strong agreement, 50.6% in agree-
ment, 18.9% neither, 10.8% in disagreement, and 6.4% in
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strong disagreement. The total positive response of 61.8%
is quite large. in reviewing the response by role it is
seen that special education teachers were the most agree-
able that their suggestions were helpful. While respond-
ing in the agreeable range the regular education teachers
were the least positive of all the groups that they re-
ceived helpful suggestions from their counterparts in
special education.
Item twenty-one states that regular education teachers
receive adequate training in the appropriate methods and
techniques for mainstreaming
. There was an overwhelmingly
negative response. Those who strongly disagreed were
28.9%, while those who disagreed were 45.0% for a total of
73.9%. It is clear that the sample does not feel adequate
training has been provided in appropriate mainstreaming
techniques
.
Item twenty-six deals with the quality of special
education services children receive in the Pittsfield
School System. Participants were given a rating scale
of poor, fair, satisfactory, good and excellent. The
results are as follows: 2.4% poor, 6.8% fair, 21.7%
satisfactory, 39% good, arid 28.9% excellent. The samples
response is positive with 67.9% rating the services good
to excellent. Principals were the most positive, followed
by special education teachers and parents, then special-
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ists, and finally regular education teachers.
In summary, 79.5% of the sample felt that special
needs children benefit socially from being mainstreamed.
Not nearly as large a number, 49.8%, felt the children
received academic benefits. Those items which dealt
with the quality of services, consultation time and
adequate training for mainstreaming received large nega-
tive responses. Over 67% of the sample felt there was
not adequate time for consultation. The number who felt
there was not adequate training for regular education was
73.9%. Special education services received a favorable
response with 67.9% rating them good to excellent.
Slightly over 61% of the sample felt that special educa-
tion teachers made helpful suggestions to the regular educa-
tion staff. The sample obviously feels there are social
benefits to mainstreaming, 79.5%, and over half feel there
are academic benefits. Special education services, in-
cluding the quality of consultation, received over 60%
positive responses. The negative responses were in the
areas of adequate time for consultation, 67%, and appropri-
ate training, 73.9%. It appears that children do benefit
from mainstreaming, however more time must be allocated
to in-service training, and for consultation between regu-
lar and special education teachers and specialists. This
will improve the quality of the process.
Question four: This issue deals with how parents, teachers
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and principals perceive the role of support personnel
in the mainstreaming process. The support personnel in-
clude resource teacher, speech pathologist, school
psychologist, school adjustment counselor and principals.
Item twenty-two states that the school adjustment
counselor is helpful in the mainstreaming process. The
results of the sample's response are inconclusive. Those
who strongly agree are 6%, while those who agree are
24.5%, for a total of 30.5% positive response. The neither
response is large at 29.7%. Those who disagree are 22.5%
while the strongly disagree are at 15.7% for a total of
38.2%. Approximately 8% more participants disagree with
the statement that school adjustment counselors are help-
ful in the mainstreaming process. The practitioners,
special and regular education teachers who are the bene-
ficiaries of the help, were the most negative of the
groups
.
In item twenty-nine participants were asked to state
how school adjustment counselors could be of better assist-
ance to regular teachers who mainstream. The most fre-
quently mentioned suggestions were to help teachers better
understand the child and family, and to maintain better
lines of communication with parents, teachers, and ad-
ministrators .
In conclusion it does not appear that school adjust-
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ment counselors are perceived as being significantly
effective in mainstreaming. The percentage of responses
is slightly weighted toward the negative, 8%, with regu-
lar and special education teachers the most negative.
This is important because they are the staff who receive
the help from school adjustment counselors. It also
appears that the staff is still looking for better
communication from the counselors and more assistance in
understanding the child and family.
Item twenty-four states that the school psychologist
is helpful in the mainstreaming process. The sample's re-
sponse is almost evenly divided. The results are 5.2%
strongly agree, 27.7% agree, 30.5% express neither, 19.7%
disagree, while 13.7% disagree. The totals are 35.7%
positive, 30.5% neither, and 33.4% disagree. It is not
possible from these results to make any definite con-
clusions
.
In item twenty-nine participants were asked how
psychologists could be of better assistance to regular
teachers who mainstream. The most frequently mentioned
responses were to give more helpful information concerning
the child's problem, suggest appropriate teaching methods,
tell why children behave as they do, and have better
communication with parents, teachers and principals.
In conclusion, it does not appear that school psycholo-
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gists are viewed as particularly helpful in mainstreaming.
Participants responses are 2% more positive than negative,
with regular and special education teachers the most nega-
tive of the groups. Participants in the sample are still
looking for better understanding of the child, teaching
techniques, and better communication. The fact that re-
sponses to the school psychologist and school adjustment
counselor were not more positive, would indicate there
is significant room for improvement.
In item twenty-nine participants were asked how re-
source teachers and speech pathologists could be of better
assistance to regular teachers who mainstream. The most
frequently stated responses for the resource teacher are
as follows: help regular teachers to be more effective
with special needs children, give suggestions as to how
the child learns best, provide appropriate materials, and
have more effective communication with regular teachers.
The most frequently mentioned suggestions for speech
pathologists were as follows: help teachers to have a
better understanding of speech problems, educate teachers
to assist speech disabled children within the classroom,
and establish better communications with the teachers.
The suggestions for both the speech pathologist and re-
source teacher were in the area of providing the regular
teacher with technical information and establishing better
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communication with them.
The principal was found to be extremely supportive
of the mainstreaming process. In item 16, 58.6% of the
sample felt principals were personally supportive of
mainstreaming. Thirty percent of the sample expressed
neither, and only 9.2% found principals unsupportive
.
There were no test items that dealt specifically with how
principals could be more supportive. However, there were
two items in the questionnaire in which participants were
given the opportunity to suggest steps to improve main-
streaming. Only one suggestion was made relative to
principals and that was to train them in mainstreaming.
The suggestion received less than 1% of the sample's re-
sponse. Evidently principals are viewed as being helpful
to the mainstreaming process, through their personal
support or they are are not viewed as important in terms
of providing technical information.
Question five : This issue dealt with steps the Pittsfield
School System could take to improve the mainstreaming pro-
cess. There were three items in the questionnaire which
center on the issue. The results of each will be reviewed.
Item 27 asked participants to rank order six steps
which would improve mainstreaming. The response which was
chosen the highest was to provide better training for
classroom teachers in appropriate teaching techniques which
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are effective with special needs children. This was
followed by the suggestion to increase the amount of
consultation time between regular and special education
teachers. Ranking third was the suggestion to provide
aides for classroom teachers who have special needs child-
ren in their classes. This was followed by the suggestion
to arrange the enrollment in regular classes so that it
is lower. The lowest rated suggestions were to adopt a
philosophy which emphasizes and encourages the appropriate-
ness of mainstreaming and exert less pressure on regular
classroom teachers to have students perform at increasingly
higher levels of achievement. It is significant and en-
couraging that better training and increasing consultation
time were the highest chosen responses. None of the groups
perceived the issue of pressure on teachers or adoption
of a mainstreaming philosophy as important. Regular educa-
tion teachers who have such a significant responsibility
for the mainstreaming child had the following ratings:
training 2.36, consultation 2.46, enrollment 2.59, aides
2.85, philosophy 4.21, and pressure 4.63.
Item twenty-eight asked participants to list the three
most important steps the school system could take to im-
prove mainstreaming. The seven highest ranked responses
are as follows: provide better training for regular educa-
tion teachers in mainstreaming techniques, provide for
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better communication and consultation between regular and
special education teachers, provide adequate time for
consultation, lower the enrollment in regular classes,
hire more aides, place special needs children in regular
classes only when they can do the work, and adopt a
philosophy which emphasizes the appropriateness of main-
streaming. It is significant to note that better train-
ing for regular education teachers and adequate time for
consultation were the most often stated suggestions.
Item thirty on the questionnaire asked participants
to list the three most important steps the school system
could take to improve its teacher training program rela-
tive to mainstreaming. The most frequently cited responses
in rank order are as follows: provide in-service work-
shops on the purpose of mainstreaming and the basic in-
structional techniques necessary for its success, have
teachers visit classes and exchange ideas, provide for
better communication on student progress between the regu-
lar and special education teacher, provide released time
workshops during the school day - not after school, em-
phasize the individualization of instruction, and sensitize
teachers to the needs of special education children. There
is no clear pattern. It is interesting to note that the
most frequently cited suggestions involved in-service
training to improve teaching techniques. Two of the
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suggestions involved administrative arrangements such
as increasing consultation time and released time work-
shops during the school day rather than after school.
Some participants felt the desire to sensitize regular
education teachers to the needs of special education
children
.
Conclusions and Recommendations
The investigator feels that the data warrants several
conclusions based on the participants' responses. Their
answers to the questions are obviously predicated on their
perceptions of mainstreaming. The investigator has viewed
these perceptions as meaningful data because of the ex-
perience of the participants. Table three shows that
78.2% of them have had experience in mainstreaming. Table
ten demonstrates the amount of experience they have had
in education. This table shows that 48% of the sample have
between six and fifteen years of experience in education
and 26% have more than sixteen years experience. Hence,
a large majority of the participants have had experience
in mainstreaming as well as in education.
The conclusions are as follows:
1. The majority of participants in the study are in
favor of mainstreaming.
Special needs children do not have to "fit" into
the curriculum of regular education. Teachers
2 .
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can be expected to make some adaptations.
3. Regular education teachers are more accepting
of a wide range of academic differences than
of social differences.
4. There are problems in regular education classes
which have a negative impact on mainstreaming.
5. The numbers of children in regular classes is
regarded as inappropriately high for main-
streaming
.
6. Principals are supportive of mainstreaming.
7. Special education teachers adequately prepare
their students for mainstreaming.
8. Central special education administration is
supportive of mainstreaming.
9. Children benefit socially and academically from
mainstreaming
.
10. There is not enough consultation time allocated
for regular and special education teachers.
11. Special education teachers when they have
consultation time do provide helpful suggestions.
12. In-service training for regular education
teachers, on mainstreaming techniques, is
significantly lacking.
13. School adjustment counselors and psychologists
are not viewed as having a meaningful impact on
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helping teachers to mainstream.
14. Resource teachers and speech pathologists need
to provide more helpful suggestions and better
materials
.
15. In-service training should be during the school
day rather than at the end of the day when
the children leave.
There are several comments the investigator would
like to make in relating these conclusions to the research
presented in Chapter II. Himmelstrand (1960) indicated
that anyone making a survey of the correlation between an
individual's expressed verbal attitude toward an idea and
the concurrent behavior will be disheartened with the re-
sults. It is important to note that the participants'
positive reactions to mainstreaming may not be translated
into appropriate actions. However, the investigator will
proceed under the assumption that the study participants'
attitudes will have a positive impact on their actions.
Katz (1960) found that two people might express positive
attitudes toward a political candidate but only one may
feel strongly enough to go out and vote for him/her. The
investigator, in relating this finding to mainstreaming,
will assume that it may be necessary to strengthen the
positive attitudes some participants have expressed toward
mainstreaming so that they will take appropriate action.
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Singleton (1976) compared the results of a workshop on
mainstreaming to those of a resource teacher who went
into regular classrooms to assist teachers. He found
the resource teacher had a much more positive impact on
regular teachers than did the workshop.
Since the participants in this study are in favor
of mainstreaming, the critical issue seems to be: to
what extent, and under what circumstances, can a wider
range of individual differences be accommodated in the
regular classroom than is presently the case. The in-
vestigator would like to recommend that the school system
move from a philosophy of supporting mainstreaming to an
actual program of mainstreaming. This program would in-
clude :
1. Adequate in-service training for regular educa-
tion teachers. It would consist of topics such
as: purpose of mainstreaming, sensitivity toward
special needs children and their particular
problems, modification of the curriculum and
adaptation of teaching methods.
2. Adequate time for consultation between regular
and special education teachers.
3. Participation in the planning of in-service
training by the regular education staff since
they are the primary recipients of the training.
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4. Review the role of specialists such as school
adjustment counselors, psychologists, speech
pathologists and resource teachers. Assist
them to learn how to be more dynamic and help-
ful to the regular education teacher.
5. Review the lowering of class size and avail-
ability of aides. If economic restraints dic-
tate against their being utilized to help in
mainstreaming
, consider the use of volunteers
and peer tutoring.
6 . Training sessions should be provided during the
regular work day when staff are not tired from
a full day with the students.
7 . The school system should be reviewed in terms
of the psychological environment it provides
for the staff. Provision should be made for
meaningful exchange of information among all
levels of staff. A tough-minded type of
humanism should prevail.
8. Classrooms in which mainstreaming is effective
should be identified and used as models.
9. The motivation and talent which exists among
teachers, principals, and specialists should
be used so that people believe in themselves
and others which will facilitate pupil develop-
ment .
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10. Parents' knowledge and interest should be
used to develop a better understanding of
the children's life outside the schools.
Emphasis should be toward making it more
meaningful
.
11. Mainstreaming programs which have been
effectively used in other school systems
should be identified and adapted to the
Pittsfield system.
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON MAINSTREAMING
Demographic Data
Directions: Please place a check (x) next to the appropriate
answer to the following questions which provide
information on the indivuals who are completing
this questionnaire.
1.
What is your role in the mainstreaming process?
Parent Special teacher Regular teacher
Principal Specialists Subject area
2.
Have you had any experience in mainstreaming either as a teacher,
parent, principal, or specialist?
Yes No
3. What is your approximate age?
Under 20 years old 20 to 30 years old
31 to 40 years old 41 to 50 years old
Over 51 years old
4. What is your sex?
Female Male
5. How much schooling have you had?
High School 4 years of college
Seme college Graduate school
6. How much experience have you had working in the field of education?
None 11 to 15 years
Under 5 years 16 to 20 years
6 to 10 years Over 20 years
Have you taken any courses related to special education in the
last four years?
Yes No
7.
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Directions: Please circle the number under the category which best
reflects your feelings about each statement below.
Rernember that there are no right or wrong answers to
any of these questions.
Strongly
Agree Agree
Neither
Agree
Nor
Disagree
Disagree
Strongly
disagree
8. Mainstreaming is defined by this writer
as "the placement of students with
special needs into regular education
classes". According to this defini-
tion, are you in favor of mainstream-
ing? 1 2 3 4 5
9. Children with special needs benefit
socially by being mainstreamed 1 2 3 4 5
10. Children with special needs benefit
academically by being mainstreamed 1 2 3 4 5
11. Children in prototypes 1 and 2
(regular class with less than 25%
out to a special education class)
benefit more by being mainstreamed
than those in prototype 3 (regular
class with up to 60% out to a
special education class) 1 2 3 4 5
12. Regular education teachers are accept-
ing of the wide range of social
behavior exhibited by special
needs children 1 2 3 4 5
13. Regular education teachers are accept-
ing of the wide range of academic
performance exhibited by special
needs children 1 2 3 4 5
.
14. The number of students in regular
classes is appropriate for the main-
streaming of special needs children 1 2 __J _A_ 5
15. Special education teachers do a
satisfactory job of preparing stu-
dents for mainstreaming into
regular classes 1 2 3 4 5
16. Principals are personally supportive
of the mainstreaming effort 1 2 3 4 5
173
17. The central special education adminis-
tration (director, supervisor, unit
leaders) are personally supportive
of the mainstreaming effort
Strongly
Agree Agree
Neither
Agree
Nor
Disagree
—
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
1 2 3 4 5
18. There is adequate time for consulta-
tion between regular and special
education teachers who "share" a
mainstreamed child 1 2 3 4 5
19. Special education teachers provide
helpful suggestions to regular
classroom teachers to assist them
in mainstreaming children with
special needs 1 2 3 4 5
20. Children in special education classes
are not held back from being main-
streamed because of problems in
regular education 1 2 3 4 5
21. Regular education teachers receive
adequate training in the appropriate
methods and techniques for main-
streaming 1 2 3 4 5
22. The school adjustment counselor is
heloful in the mainstreaming process 1 2 3 4 5
23. Children with special needs should
"fit" into the curriculum and achieve-
ment levels of a regular class so
that the teacher does not have to
make any special adaptations 1 2 3 4 5
24. The school psychologist is helpful
in the mainstreaming process 1 2 3 4 5
25. There is adequate communication
between the following staff members
who participate in mainstreaming:
Regular education teacher &
special education teacher 1 2 3 4 5
L-
Principal and teachers (regular
and special education 1 2 3 4 5k ~
Parent to regular and special
education teachers 1 2 3 4 5
SAC to regular education & special
education teachers 1 2 3 4 5
Psychologist to regular ed. &
special education teachers 1 2 3 4
'5
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26 . Rate the quality of the general special education services
children receive from the Pittsfield School System. (Place
a check above the category which most appropriately describes
your feelings.)
Poor Fair Satisfactory Good Excellent
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IMPROVEMENT OF THE MAINSTREAMING PROCESS
27. Directions: Please rank in order the following steps which
could be taken to improve the mainstreaming
process. Place a #1 next to the item which you
feel would be most effective and continue
numbering until you've placed a #6 next to the
item which would have the least impact on main-
streaming.
Increase the amount of consultation time between regular and
special education teachers
Arrange the enrollment in regular classes so that it is lower
Provide aides for regular classroom teachers who have special
needs children in their classes
Provide better training for classroom teachers in appropriate
teacher's techniques which are effective with special needs
children
Exert less pressure on regular classroom teachers to have
students perform at increasingly higher levels of achievement
Have the school system adopt a philosophy which enphasizes and
encourages the appropriateness of mainstreaming
28. List the three most important steps you feel the school system
could take to improve mainstreaming
( 1 )
( 2 )
( 3 )
State briefly how each of the following support personnel could
be of better assistance to regular teachers who must teach main-
streamed children
(1) School adjustment counselor
(2) Resource teacher
(3) School psychologist
(4) Speech pathologist
29.
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30 . Please list the three most important steps this school system
could take to improve its teachers training program relative
to mainstreaming
( 1 )
( 2 )
( 3 )
APPENDIX B
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June, 1980
Dear
Enclosed is a proposed ques tionniare which I have de-
veloped for a study on mainstreaming. This is part of my
doctoral dissertation at the University of Massachusetts.
The title of the dissertation is "An Analysis of Staff and
Parent Attitudes and Knowledge Relative to Mainstreaming in
the Pittsfield Public School System. " The questions which
I am attempting to answer by this study as follows:
1. To what degree do teachers, principals, and
parents agree to the concept of mainstreaming?
2. In the opinion of teachers, principals, and
parents, is the Pittsfield School System
mainstreaming all the students who are
capable of benefiting from the experience?
3. In the opinion of teachers, parents, and
administrators, are the children who are
being mainstreamed benefiting from the
experience?
4. How do parents, teachers, and administrators
perceive the role of support personnel including
the resource teacher, speech pathologist, school
psychologist, school adjustment counselor, and
principal in the mainstream process?
5. What steps must be taken by the Pittsfield School
System in order to improve the mainstreaming
process?
Would you please comment on the clarity of the questions
and whether you feel they will provide the necessary informa-
tion for completing the study. Thank you for your coopera-
tion .
Sincerely
,
Director of Special Education
APPENDIX C
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June, 1980
Dear
I am writing to request your participation in a study
on mainstreaming by completing the enclosed questionnaire.
This is part of my requirements for the doctoral
program at the University of Massachusetts. The title
of the dissertation is "An Analysis of Staff and Parent
Attitudes and Knowledge Relative to Mainstreaming in
the Pittsfield Public School System."
It is my intention to gain a better knowledge of
the status of mainstreaming in the Pittsfield School
System and of measures which can be taken to improve
its implementation.
Your cooperation in completing the questionnaire
will be most appreciated.
Sincerely
,
Director of Special Education
APPENDIX D
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June, 1980
Dear
I would like to take this opportunity to thank
you for completing the questionnaire which I recently
sent you. Your cooperation is most appreciated.
If you have not yet completed the questionnaire,
would you please make every effort to do so within
the next week.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Sincerely
,
Director of Special Education
APPENDIX E
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ON PARTICIPANTS IN THE
FIELD TESTING OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
Role Nurrber Sex Age Groups
Parent 6
Special Education Teacher 5
Regular Education Teacher 5
Principal 3
Special Education Director 3
5
1
4
1
3
2
3
1
2
female 3 - 31 to 40 years
male 3 - 41 to 50 years
female 2 - 20 to 30 years
male 3 - 31 to 40 years
female 4 - 41 to 50 years
male 1 - over !51 years
male 1 - 31 to 40 years
2 - 41 to 50 years
female 2 - 31 to 40 years
male 1 - over 5i
;
years


